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Stories always have a starting point. The journey toward completion of this dissertation 
began in 2014 while I was at Statistics Finland. My phone rang, and I walked down the 
corridor to an empty conference room where time was frozen in the furniture that reflected 
the stylistic preferences of previous decades. I remember the situation, including the 
furniture, vividly, as it was a significant turning point in my life. That phone call initiated 
the dissertation process and my life as researcher. I would like to thank my supervisor, Jarmo 
Vakkuri, for that rather surprising call and the numerous conversations that followed, 
without which there would be no dissertation, and for lending me so many fascinating 
books that I may have sometimes forgotten to return in time. Thanks are also given to 
my pre-examiners, Wouter Van Dooren and Åge Johnsen, for their helpful comments that 
significantly helped to propel the work forward toward the end. Special thanks to Wouter 
for agreeing to act as an opponent in my thesis defense.
As a researcher, it became evident that writing a dissertation was a long and winding 
process. It was not always enjoyable, but sometimes the most painful moments afford 
the best life lessons. During moments of pain, individuals face questions such as “Who 
am I” and “What do I want to become?” When recalling warmer memories, the road to 
completion of my dissertation involved many “sunny moments” and beautiful sunsets as I 
tended to work in the evenings and night shifts. At best, conducting research transported 
me into a flow-like state where my excitement was mixed with an insatiable curiosity about 
the way in which the world worked. On some days, I rushed to my computer because I 
was so motivated to write down new thoughts. Now, when reflecting on the process, it 
seems that my writing operated as a gateway to humanity and my inner world. It invariably 
involved a rollercoaster of emotions. Ultimately, I learned the most about myself and my 
limits.
My new life as a researcher included meeting interesting members of the work 
community who helped me to familiarize myself with academic life and its practices. 
Various members of this community deserve my gratitude; they include Anna, Lotta-
Maria, Eija, Lasse, Jaakko, Harri, Ulriika, Kirsi, Kristiina, and Anniina, and the friendly 
faces at the Faculty of Business and Management, such as Selene, Heli and Aino. Harri 
is thanked for organizing a dialogue project, which was both fun and productive; house 
band, JKK, is thanked for its seamless groove and Lotta-Maria for our mutual hobby of 
observing the behavior of local politicians in their natural surroundings.
My scientific work would not have been half as good if I had not met such fine and 
interesting people. It was especially rewarding when Mikko, Joni, Petri and their families 
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pulled me out from the world of research to do something completely different from time to 
time; it promoted my well-being. I would also like to thank Paavo, Jussi, and Eero for long 
tennis court rallies over the years. Recognition must be given to Netu for its considerable 
team spirit over the years. I received great tips and enjoyed many jokes about municipalities 
from Erki, Hööki, Setä, Ylli, Jesse, and Eino. Having a laugh every now and then was 
extremely relaxing.
Maria, who walked with me in my journey to adulthood and academic life, deserves 
similar acknowledgement. Besides the importance of peer support, I learned about the 
importance of holistic well-being from Maria. I probably owe her forever as it is difficult 
to offer equally valuable advice in return. I hope she does not mind. Thanks to Viljo for 
his charming friendship, Hugo for reminding me of the value of time spent together, and 
Kirsti for her offer of a fantastic place to rest in beautiful scenery near Lake Näsijärvi. I 
would also like to thank Hessu, Jutta, and the Kirjavainen family for breaking bread with 
me on many occasions. As one cannot live solely on scientific knowledge, it was wonderful 
to eat delicious food in good company.
My older sister paved the way for my attendance at university, and I inherited my interest 
in municipal affairs from my grandfather, Arvo. I am very grateful for my sister for helping 
me out with my Bachelor’s and Master’s theses and for giving me invaluable tips on life at 
university. In many ways, she was a remarkable role model who showed me to how to take 
greater responsibilities. It was a pleasure to follow the growth of Ella and Linnea and see 
how their board game skills developed! Karri needs to be thanked for his tips on state-of art 
technology as they inspired me to adopt productive software applications for my academic 
work, and Kamu is thanked for waving his tail every time we met. 
I am grateful to my mother who provided me with numerous opportunities to exercise 
my creativity. I do not take for granted that I had multiple opportunities to play different 
instruments at home because my mother encouraged me to do so. The pre-examiners stated 
that a strong point of my work was its creative approach. There is no doubt that my creativity 
was sourced in my musical practice sessions at home, years before I even dreamed of writing 
a dissertation. I would also like to thank my father for always helping me out in times of 
trouble and for introducing me to different hobbies when I was young. Taking part in those 
hobbies taught me invaluable lessons about team spirit and the “ups” and “downs” of life. 
Inkeri’s family members have my gratitude for taking me into their lives. Lastly, I would 
like to thank Inkeri; your eyes are the sunshine in my life early in the morning and late at 
night. The warmth of your smile supported me throughout the writing process. Without 
doubt, your positivity is rare and intoxicating and is immeasurably invaluable to me.
As a final remark, I would like to dedicate this dissertation to those who are willing 






Tarinat alkavat aina jostakin. Tämän väitöskirjan tarina alkoi vuonna 2014 Tilastokes-
kuksessa. Puhelimeni soi ja kävelin käytävältä tyhjillään olevaan neuvotteluhuoneeseen, 
jossa aika oli pysähtynyt kalusteiden perusteella menneille vuosikymmenille. Muistan ti-
lanteen ehkä liiankin elävästi huonekaluja myöten, sillä se oli iso käännekohta elämässäni. 
Tuo puhelu aloitti prosessin kohti tämän väitöskirjan valmistumista. Tuon puhelun muka-
na tuli tutkijan elämä, josta olen sittemmin huomannut pitäväni kovasti.
Aikoinaan tuon puhelun minulle soitti väitöskirjani ohjaaja Jarmo Vakkuri. Kiitokset 
tuosta yllättävästä puhelusta ja sen jälkeisistä lukuisista keskusteluista! Ilman niitä ei oltaisi 
tässä hetkessä laittamassa viimeistä pistettä väitöskirjaani. Ja kiitokset myös kiehtovista 
kirjoista, jotka olen saattanut toisinaan unohtaa palauttaa ajallaan takaisin. Väitöskirjan 
valmistumisesta on syytä lisäksi kiittää esitarkastajiani Wouter Van Doorenia ja Åge 
Johnsenia, jotka ovat avittaneet merkittävästi työn eteenpäin viemistä loppumetreillä. 
Erityiskiitokset Wouterille suostumuksesta toimia vastaväittäjänä.
Tutkijan elämän mukana tuli myös kiinnostava työyhteisö, joka on auttanut minua 
perehtymään monipuolisesti akateemisen maailman saloihin. Kiitokset tästä kuuluvat 
Annalle, Lotta-Marialle, Eijalle, Lasselle, Jan-Erikille, Jaakolle, Harrille, Ulriikalle, 
Kirsille, Kristiinalle, Anniinalle sekä muille ystävällisille kasvoille johtamisen ja talouden 
tiedekunnan henkilöstössä, kuten Selenelle, Helille ja Ainolle. Olen oppinut teiltä paljon 
tällä matkalla ja toivon mukaan tulen vielä oppimaankin paljon. Erityiskiitokset Harrille 
mukavasta ja naurun täyteisestä dialogihankkeesta ja JKK house bändille svengaavasta 
menosta. Lotta-Mariaa täytyy kiittää yhteisestä havainnointiharrastuksesta, jossa on 
bongailtu kunnanvaltuutettujen touhuja.
Mitä tulee itse tutkijan työhön, niin ainakin väitöskirjan tekeminen on ollut pitkä 
ja tuulinen matka. Aina ei ole ollut kivaa, mutta toisinaan kivuliaimmat hetket ovat 
parhaimpia oppitunteja elämästä. Noina hetkinä usein joutuu kysymään, kuka oikein 
on ja mitä elämältään haluaa. Käännettäessä katse mukavampiin muistoihin matkan 
varrelta tulvii mieleen aurinkoisia hetkiä ja hienoja auringonlaskuja ikuiselle ilta- ja 
yövuorolaiselle. Parhaimmillaan tutkimuksen tekeminen on ollut tiedehurmosta, jossa 
sekoittuu pienen ihmisen innostus ja kyltymätön uteliaisuus maailmanmenoa kohtaan. 
Olenpa joskus juossut töiden pariin ajatusten pakottaessa nopeasti kirjoittamaan. Nyt, 
kun katson ajassa taaksepäin prosessia kokonaisuutena, näyttäytyy kirjoitustyö tunteiden 
vuoristoratana, ikkunana ihmisyyteen ja peilinä ennen kaikkea omaan sisimpään. Pitkällä 
tutkimusmatkallani eniten taisin lopulta oppia itsestäni ja omista rajoistani.
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Aikojen saatossa olen huomannut, että tieteellinen työni ei olisi puoliksikaan niin 
hyvää, ellei minulla olisi ollut ympärilläni niin hienoja ja omalaatuisia ihmisiä. Erityisen 
mukavaa on ollut, että Mikko, Joni ja Petri perheineen ovat aika ajoin vetäneet minut pois 
tutkimuksen syövereistä aivan muihin puuhiin. Se on ollut tervettä. Vuosikausia kestäneistä 
palloralleista on syytä muistaa kiittää Paavoa, Jussia sekä Eeroa. Netulle on syytä antaa 
tunnustusta hienosta joukkuehengestä vuosien varrelta. Parhaat kuntanaurut ja -vinkit on 
jo pitkään toimittanut Erki, Hööki, Setä, Ylli, Jesse ja Eino. Nauru tekee hyvää ihmiselle.
Marialle kumarran kiitokseksi yhteisestä taipaleesta aikuisuuteen ja akateemisuuteen. 
Tärkeän vertaistuen lisäksi omaksuin sinulta vaalimisen arvoisia ajatuksia siitä, mistä 
rakentuu ihmisen kokonaisvaltainen hyvinvointi elämässä. Noista opeista jäänen 
velkaa sinulle, ja en taida noin arvokkaita neuvoja pystyä koskaan maksamaan takaisin. 
Toivottavasti se ei haittaa. Kiitokset Viljolle valloittavasta kaveruudesta ja Hugolle 
ajan arvokkuuden oppitunnista. Kirstille iso kiitos hengähdyshetkistä kuvan kauniin 
Näsijärven rannalla ja Hessulle, Jutalle sekä Kirjavaisille yhteisistä leivänmurtamisen 
hetkistä. Pelkällä tieteellä ei elä, joten välillä on hyvä syödä eväitä hyvässä seurassa.
Isosiskoni Kati aurasi minulle tietä yliopistoon siinä missä Arvo-papalta taisi tulla 
verenperintönä kiinnostus kunta-asioihin. Olen hyvin kiitollinen siskolleni avusta 
opinnäytetöiden kanssa ja pelivinkeistä akateemiseen maailmaan. Olet ollut monella 
tapaa hyvä esikuva maailmalle ponnistamisessa. Ella ja Linnea, on ollut ilo seurata teidän 
kasvamistanne ja lautapelitaitojen kehittymistänne. Karrille kiitos aina ajankohtaisista 
teknologiavinkeistä, joiden takia olen innostunut käyttämään erilaisia varsin hyödyllisiä 
applikaatioita työssäni. Kamulle kiitos lukuisista hännän heilutuksista. Äitiäni haluan 
kiittää luovuuteni ruokkimisesta jo pienestä pitäen. Ei ole itsestäänselvyys, että saa soitella 
kaiken maailman soittimia aamusta iltaan saman katon alla. Arvioitsijoiden mukaan 
väitöskirjan luovuus oli yksi sen vahvoista puolista, joten erilaiset luovuusharjoitukset 
ovat selkeästi valmentaneet minua tätä väitöskirjaprosessia varten jo kauan ennen 
kuin se alkoikaan. Isääni kiitän siitä, että hän on aina auttanut minua ja vienyt minua 
nuorena tärkeisiin harrastuksiin, joissa on ollut oiva sauma oppia ihmiselon käänteitä 
ja joukkuepelaamista. Inkerin perhettä haluan kiittää heidän maailmansa avaamisesta 
minulle.
Viimeisenä haluan kiittää Inkeriä. Inkeri, sinun silmäsi ovat olleet päivänsäteeni 
aamuisin ja ilta-aurinkoni iltaisin. Hymysi lämpö on toivottanut minulle sekä hyvää 
yötä että huomenta pitkin tätä ajatus- ja kirjoitusprosessia. Positiivisuutesi on eittämättä 
harvinaista ja juovuttavaa eliksiiriä. Se on ollut mittaamattoman korvaamatonta minulle. 
Näin lopuksi haluan todeta, että työni omistan niille, jotka haluavat antaa sille 
mahdollisuuden opettaa heille jotakin maailmasta. Kaikkia teitä varten tämä työ on 





Life in the information age includes encountering vast amounts of information. The era 
reflects how much time is being used for creating, processing, sharing, storing, and using 
information. In this flood of information, separating facts from fiction is not an easy task; 
neither is deciding what information should be used. Indeed, there is counter knowledge 
or fake news, and then there is knowledge that is either usable—or not. In the context of 
the public sector, fact checking and defining usable information is also part of everyday 
life, and problems in information use are as evident as they are in the surrounding society. 
The problematic nature of information use is the main source of inspiration for this thesis, 
which narrows its focus to the following research question: What reasons stimulate the use 
and non-use of public sector performance information?
This research question is not a new one, but it deserves revisiting because current theories 
of performance information use in the field of public management and administration are 
lacking in terms of coverage and cohesion. The coverage is lacking because the current 
research has largely neglected the non-use of performance information and the ambiguity 
associated with factors driving performance information use. Moreover, the studies have 
not dealt in depth with how intertwined these factors are. Therefore, this work attempts to 
broaden the current theory by examining the neglected research areas. Additionally, cohesion 
in the study field is lacking because there is no agreed-upon common theoretical ground for 
studies investigating performance information use in the public sector. Consequently, the 
researchers have adopted a wide variety of theories in a rather idiosyncratic manner, and 
this has created a disconnected stage where studies on performance information use do not 
have a common theoretical background that would be easy to identify. This disconnected 
stage affects the ability to aggregate the results and makes it difficult to see the big picture 
describing the current knowledge on performance information use in the public sector.
The thesis at hand is based on pragmatism, and it applies a mixed-method and 
interdisciplinary approach to construct a theoretical framework joining the disconnected 
studies. According to this framework, the reasons for performance information use relate to 
individual factors (i.e., demographic attributes, mental models, and power) and contextual 
factors (i.e., social pressures, information provider, information channel, and features of 
information). The four articles that are part of the thesis confirm the applicability of the 
framework and expanded the current theories of performance information use. As an 
implication, this thesis offers an archive of reasons that practitioners can use to understand 
and enhance performance information use. For scholars, the study opens new doors to 
expand the current theories of performance information use. These opportunities relate to 




Elämä tietoyhteiskunnassa pitää sisällään suurien tietomassojen parissa toimimista. 
Aikakautta kuvastaa se, että tiedon luomiseen, prosessointiin, jakamiseen, säilyttämiseen ja 
käyttöön uhrataan paljon aikaa. Tässä informaatiotulvassa faktojen ja fiktion erottaminen 
ei aina ole helppoa. Vaikeita ovat myös päätökset siitä, mitä tietoa tulisi käyttää. 
Vaihtoehtoiset faktat, valeuutiset ja vaikeudet erottaa hyödyllinen tieto hyödyttömästä 
hankaloittavat omalta osaltaan tiedonkäyttöä. Ei olekaan ihme, että julkisen sektorin 
toiminnassa faktojen tarkastuksesta sekä käyttökelpoisen tiedon määrittelystä on tullut osa 
arkea, kuten myös hankaluuksista määrittää hyödyllinen tieto. Tiedonkäytön hankaluudet 
ovat tämän väitöskirjan suurin inspiraationlähde, sillä työ keskittyy tarkastelemaan 
sitä, mitkä syyt motivoivat tulostietojen tiedonkäyttöä ja tiedon käyttämättä jättämistä 
julkisella sektorilla.
Tutkimuskysymys ei ole uusi kansainvälisessä tutkimuksessa, mutta siihen on hyvä 
palata, koska nykyteoriat aiheesta kärsivät sekä koheesion puutteesta että kattavuuden 
katvealueista. Koheesion puuttumisella viitataan siihen, että tuloksellisuuden johtamisen 
tutkimuskentässä ei ole selkeää yhteistä ja yleisesti hyväksyttyä teoriapohjaa, johon 
tehdyt tutkimukset voisivat kiinnittyä. Tutkimusten teoreettiset taustat ovatkin olleet 
idiosynkraattisia. Koheesion puute on heikentänyt tutkijoiden kykyä aggregoida ja 
integroida tutkimustuloksia, jolloin kokonaiskuva tuloksellisuustietojen käytöstä julkisella 
sektorilla on jäänyt pimentoon. Teorioiden kattavuudessa on parantamisen varaa, koska 
tiedon käyttämättä jättämisen syyt ovat saaneet liian vähän huomiota ja monitulkintaisuus 
sekä päällekkäisyys tiedonkäytön syissä on jäänyt suurelta osin tunnistamatta. Tämä 
tutkimus yrittää laajentaa tulostietojen käytön tutkimusta näiden laiminlyötyjen osa-
alueiden tutkimisen avulla.
Väitöskirja on luonteeltaan poikkitieteellinen monimenetelmätutkimus, joka 
pohjautuu pragmatismiin tieteenfilosofisena suuntauksena. Työn tarkoituksena on luoda 
holistinen teoreettinen viitekehys tuloksellisuustietojen käytön ja käyttämättä jättämisen 
syistä. Tutkimuksessa luotu teoreettinen viitekehys ehdottaa tiedonkäytön tai käyttämättä 
jättämisen syiksi yhteen kietoutuneita yksilö- ja kontekstitekijöitä. Tarkemmin 
jaoteltuna yksilötekijät muodostuvat demografisista muuttujista, mentaalimalleista ja 
vallasta. Kontekstitekijät viittaavat sosiaaliseen paineeseen, informaation tuottajaan, 
informaatiokanavaan ja informaation ominaisuuksiin. Väitöskirja koostuu teoreettisen 
viitekehyksen luovasta johdannosta sekä neljästä artikkelista, jotka testaavat ja kehittävät 
luotua viitekehystä. Tutkimustulokset tarjoavat käytännöntoimijoille kattavan kokoelman 
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syitä, joiden avulla voidaan paremmin ymmärtää sekä edistää tulostietojen käyttöä 
julkisella sektorilla. Tutkijoille väitöskirja tarjoaa uusia tutkimuspolkuja, joita kulkemalla 
voi tulevaisuudessa pyrkiä laajentamaan ymmärrystämme tulostietojen käytöstä. Nämä 
tutkimuspolut liittyvät tiedon käyttämättä jättämisen arvoon sekä monitulkintaisuuteen 
tiedonkäytön syissä.
xi
List of original publications
I Rajala T., Laihonen H., Vakkuri J. (2018) Shifting from Output to Outcome 
Measurement in Public Administration-Arguments Revisited. In: Borgonovi E., 
Anessi-Pessina E., Bianchi C. (eds) Outcome-Based Performance Management in the 
Public Sector. System Dynamics for Performance Management, vol 2. (pp. 2–23). 
Springer, Switzerland: Cham. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-57018-1_1
II Rajala, T., Laihonen, H. & Vakkuri, J. (2020) Exploring challenges of boundary-
crossing performance dialogues in hybrids. Journal of Management and Governance. 
24, 799–820. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10997-019-09485-x
III Rajala, T. (2020) Blame avoidance strategies in governmental performance 
measurement. Financial Accountability & Management. 36, 278–299. https://doi.
org/10.1111/faam.12225
IV Rajala, T. (2019), “Numerical performance information in presidential rhetoric: 
Comparing Estonia and Lithuania”, Journal of Accounting in Emerging Economies, 




1 Introduction   ......................................................................................................................  17
1.1 Setting the table for the dissertation   ...............................................................  18
1.2 Structure of the thesis   .........................................................................................  23
2 Background for the thesis   ..............................................................................................   24
2.1 Why performance information use became fashionable   ............................  25
2.2 Variations in use: A premise for studying reasons for use and non-use  ....  31
2.2.1 Taxpayers, consumers of services, and other resource 
providers as performance information users   .....................................  32
2.2.2 Public managers and employees of the public sector entity as 
performance information users   ............................................................  35
2.2.3 Elected officials and oversight bodies as performance 
information users   ....................................................................................  37
3 Why use or not use performance information: The question in different 
disciplines   ..........................................................................................................................   40
3.1 Accounting studies and performance information use and non-use   ........  41
3.2 Performance information use and non-use in economics   ..........................   42
3.3 Perspectives of psychology on information use and non-use   .....................  45
3.4 Drivers of performance information use and non-use according to 
political science   ...................................................................................................   46
3.5 Factors stimulating performance information use and non-use in 
public administration and management   .........................................................  47
3.6 Purposes of performance information use as competence-related 
mental models   ......................................................................................................  53
4 Research method   ..............................................................................................................   55
4.1 Research method in the synthesis   ...................................................................   60
4.2 Research methods used in the articles   .............................................................  62
4.3 Justification for the chosen methods   ..............................................................   67
5 Shifting from output to outcome measurement in public administration: 
Arguments revisited   ........................................................................................................   69
xiv
6 Exploring the challenges of boundary-crossing performance dialogues   ..............  71
7 Blame avoidance strategies in governmental performance measurement   ............  73
8 Numerical performance information in presidential rhetoric—comparing 
Estonia and Lithuania   ....................................................................................................   76
9 Conclusion and discussion   ............................................................................................   79
9.1 The coverage of important factors   ...................................................................   80
9.2 Ambiguity in factors driving performance information use   ......................  83
9.3 Conceptual relationships between reasons for performance 
information use and non-use   ............................................................................   84
9.4 Theory of non-use   ...............................................................................................   89
9.5 Limitations of the thesis   ....................................................................................   92
9.6 Where to go from here? Topics for future researchers   .................................  93
References   ......................................................................................................................................   96
Appendices   ...................................................................................................................................  121
Appendix 1.
 Table 5. Individual attributes associated with performance 
information use  123 ..........................................................................................   123
Appendix 2.
 Table 6. External environment factors as contextual factors 
associated with performance information use   ............................................  125
Appendix 3.
 Table 7. Organizational structures as contextual factors associated 
with performance information use   ................................................................  127
Appendix 4.
 Table 8. Management structures and integration of organizational 
structures as contextual factors associated with performance 
information use    ................................................................................................   129
Appendix 5.
 Table 9. Reforms and legitimacy of organizational structures as 
contextual factors associated with performance information use    ..........  131
Appendix 6.
 Table 10. Organizational culture and performance capacity 
and results as contextual factors associated with performance 
information use    .................................................................................................  132
xv
Figure 1. Individual and contextual factors associated with the use and non-use 
of information   ..................................................................................................................   20
List of tables
Table 1. Purposes of performance information use   .............................................................   54
Table 2. Summary of the research methods used in the thesis   ...........................................  58
Table 3. Search rounds and their results   .................................................................................  61
Table 4. Intertwined reasons for performance information use (i.e., the chicken-
and-egg dilemma)   .............................................................................................................  87
Appendix 7.
 Table 11. Information producer, information channel, and 
information as contextual factors associated with performance 
information use   ..................................................................................................  133




It has been argued that information is the most the valuable commodity in human life. Of 
course, some may rightfully disagree with this bold statement, but most individuals are 
likely to acknowledge the importance of information in modern day society, characterized 
as it is by high-technology solutions created to rapidly disseminate knowledge around the 
globe. With this in mind, the purpose of this thesis was to evaluate how the theory of 
performance information use and non-use in the public sector could be improved. The 
thesis reveals how issues relating to research methods and problems with conceptual and 
theoretical sophistication in the field of performance management justified the research 
objective. Different performance movements over the past century are described, along 
with the reasons why performance information use and non-use has been topical for over a 
hundred years and will continue to be so. Using a historical perspective, it was important to 
first construct a theoretical framework that took into account past research results as this 
would help with an understanding of current knowledge of drivers of use and non-use. The 
four articles included to this thesis provide multiple theoretical ideas on how to improve 
the theory of performance information use and non-use. The concluding remarks of the 
thesis summarize the theoretical contributions made and explain the implications of the 
results for academic communities and society.
If performance management is a type of performance in the public sector, then this 
dissertation provides performance information about performance management. The 
author of this dissertation hopes that people will use the information provided in this 
thesis. If they do not, the thesis will help the author to understand and learn why this is the 
case. I could teach this lesson to my students who are the public managers of the future. In 
this way, the tax money used to produce this thesis would not go to waste.
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1.1 Setting the table for the dissertation
While denialism, misinformation, disinformation, and pseudoscience raise concerns 
currently, they make information use a hot topic. However, the topicality of information 
use is hardly surprising, considering that information has the power to change human 
history by shaping how we think. Consequently, it comes as no surprise that information 
has economic value (Stigler, 1961), and people have a strong desire for data and facts in 
general. This fascination with information can be seen clearly in the everyday operations 
of individuals. For example, employees in different companies use approximately 19% of 
their average work week on information searching and gathering (McKinsey & Company), 
while Google’s information search engine is the most used website today (Alexa, 2019). 
Simultaneously, we live in the post-truth era, where ignoring information has become 
fashionable to some extent. The use and non-use of information seems to be everywhere. The 
public sector makes no exception to this situation, as the use and non-use of performance 
information has raised many discussions among scholars and practitioners.
Systematically gathered, produced, and shared information on the public sector’s 
performance is considered useful, important, and valuable for myriad reasons (Behn, 2003; 
Johnsen, 2005). People demand public sector performance information because it describes 
the inputs, processes, workloads, outputs, outcomes, productivity, and cost-effectiveness of 
the public sector (Hatry, 2006), and performance information can be used for many things, 
such as learning, the rationalization of chosen actions, or performance improvement 
(Burchell et al., 1980; Moynihan, 2009). As information on the public sector’s performance 
can be important and valuable, many report the use of such information (Askim, 2007; 
Saliterer & Korac, 2013). At the same time, many researchers have provided evidence 
showing that this type of information is not valued highly and it is either underused or 
not used at all (Andrews, 2004; Pollitt, 2006; Van Helden et al., 2008; Schmidle, 2011; 
Raudla, 2012; Grossi et al., 2016). Talbot (2000) summarizes the problem with non-use in 
a theatrical manner by stating:
If much performance reporting has not, in practice, been meant to change anything 
why has it been done? If the audience is inattentive, the directors uninterested and 
the actors apathetic, what’s the point? In one sense, this can be seen as a classic 
“implementation failure.”
To understand the use of performance information better, this thesis attempts to answer 
the following research question: What reasons stimulate the use and non-use of public 
sector performance information? This research question is further divided into two sub-
questions, as follows:
1. How does an interdisciplinary perspective help one to understand the reasons for 
performance information use in the field of public administration and performance 
management?
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2. What would be the characteristics for a more holistic theory of performance 
information use and non-use in the field of public administration and management?
The main research question adopted for this thesis is not new, considering that evidence-
based policy making has addressed very similar questions from the 1960s to the present (see 
Wilensky, 1967; Weiss, 1979; 1983; Harries, Elliott, & Higgins, 1999; Sanderson, 2002; 
Cairney, 2016), and the New Public Management (NPM) movement has driven public 
management researchers to ask these same questions during recent decades (see Franklin & 
Carberry-George, 1999; de Lancer Julnes & Holzer, 2001; Kroll, 2015a). 
Regrettably, regardless of the field of study, previous research has primarily been limited 
by a lack of attempts to conceptually understand the ways in which different factors identified 
in the literature have simultaneously contributed to the use and non-use of performance 
information because such factors are intertwined. Current studies mainly offer answers 
on performance information use and limitations to information use by highlighting a few 
important factors at a time while neglecting others (e.g., Raudla, 2012; Lu & Willoughby, 
2015). Thus, the research has oversimplified reality, generated “tunnel vision” regarding the 
search for solutions improving the information base in decision-making (e.g., Ammons & 
Rivenbark, 2008), and enhancing what Mayston (1985) refers to as “decision relevance.” 
In addition, studies have neglected to consider how the factors are embedded in one 
another (see Lu et al., 2009; Kroll & Moynihan, 2015). For example, explaining the use 
of performance information with the existence of performance-based laws neglects the 
fact that laws are mental models rendered explicit, and laws as mental models create 
organizational structures and cultures driving performance information use and new laws. 
Thus, it is justifiable to question whether the mental model, law, organizational structure, 
or culture induce performance information use, regardless of the findings of statistical 
analysis. Unfortunately, statistical analysis or artificial categorization in qualitative studies 
cannot address problems pertaining to a conceptual understanding that arises from the 
mental models of people, be these people researchers or study responders. The literature 
talks about internal and external validity, but the point being made about conceptual 
understanding relates to construct validity, a topic that is rarely addressed in the field. With 
construct validity, the key question is whether, for example, the effects of social pressure are 
measured correctly in studies that evaluate performance information use.
What is also missing is a broad synthesis of the results attempting to comprehend how 
all the factors identified in the past literature can be summarized into a holistic theory of 
reasons for performance information use and non-use. This study argues that a more holistic 
theory would include factors seen in Figure 1, as these arise from the fields of accounting, 
economics, psychology, and political science, and these factors are umbrella concepts 
that can be used to categorize the results seen in public administration and management. 
More nuanced knowledge can be built upon the individual and contextual factors seen in 
Figure 1, and using this framework would provide a common point of reference for the 
disconnected theoretical approaches used in the current literature. The lack of synthesizing 
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research and in-depth analysis on intertwined factors in the current research justify the 
sub-questions stated. However, why has research been inadequate in understanding how 
intertwined the reasons for non-use and use are, and why has the coverage of reasons been 
limited? There are many reasons for this, which are described subsequently.
In studies addressing performance information use, the current trend is to use data 
collection and analysis methods that focus only on some factors, although these factors 
represent only part of the set of factors influencing performance information use 
(e.g., Kroll & Proeller, 2013; Askim, 2009; Andersen & Moynihan, 2016). This type of 
research approach to performance information use can cause omitted variable bias in 
both quantitative and qualitative studies. According to one of the arguments presented 
in this thesis, the risk relating to omitted variables has materialized in the field of public 
administration and management, as all the studies in the field focus on some factors in 
figure 1 while neglecting others (e.g., Bourdeaux, 2006; Raudla, 2012; Abdel-Maksoud et 
al., 2015). Because of the omitted variable bias, academics are to some extent unaware of 
the contribution of the important individual and contextual factors incentivizing the use 
of performance information as overlaps, dynamics, and relationships occurring between 
all the factors are being ignored. The article and book chapter formats with word limits 
may endorse this type of approach where some important incentives of use according to 
past results are being omitted. Meanwhile, ignoring the important factors associated with 
performance information use may prevent a holistic understanding of how the use and 
non-use of performance information occurs. It may also hamper the ability to comprehend 
the value of the use and non-use of performance information to users. Fortunately, the 
pitfall arising from word limits can be avoided, and the conclusion and discussion sections 
of this dissertation offer insights into how to achieve this.
In conclusion, the current literature teaches us disconnected lessons on how few variables 
associate with each other in performance information use, but the big picture remains rather 
blurred. The analysis habit of researchers to exclude some important factors associated with 
using has led to this situation, where a comprehensive theory on performance information 
use is underdeveloped. It is true that myriad reasons for performance information use 











– Social pressure (political, professional, 
cultural or other social pressure)
Figure 1. Individual and contextual factors associated with the use and non-use of information
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However, the principle of parsimony has been used in a strange way in the theory building 
occurring in the field of public administration and management because it simplifies the 
measured phenomena by leaving out important factors driving use. In fact, the classic 
idea behind the principle of parsimony encourages researchers to describe all the reasons 
that are found to influence performance information use in the simplest way. The current 
version of parsimony seen in performance information use studies limits factors driving 
use while not considering how to cover past results in a holistic manner in their studies. 
A lack of holistic understanding has meant that the cohesion between past results and 
newer studies could have been better (e.g., Moynihan & Pandey, 2010; Hammerschmid 
et al., 2013; Lu & Willoughby, 2015). The currently used version of parsimony may have 
resulted from pressures to publish novel findings, which is difficult if one connects the new 
findings to past studies too closely so new ideas start to seem just like the old ones. Another 
possible reason for the selective approaches adopted by the researchers may be that no one 
has conducted an extensive literature review on the topic. 
Besides the limited focus of researchers on some factors, there is another reason why past 
research has had problems in addressing all the relevant factors influencing performance 
information use. The research literature has examined causal relationships, but it has done 
so mostly by using surveys and experiments built into surveys (e.g., Saliterer & Korac, 
2013; Nielsen & Moynihan, 2017). The problem with this approach is that surveys and 
experiments have a limited focus chosen by researchers and they report how respondents 
understand and conceptualize the world, not necessarily how the world actually is (e.g., 
Folz et al., 2009; Askim, 2009; Taylor, 2011). The limited focus chosen by the researcher 
may lead to situations where respondents report simplistic heuristics to use performance 
information because the survey format guides them to do so (e.g., Yang & Hsieh, 2007; 
Johansson & Siverbo, 2009; Moynihan & Landuyt, 2009). Survey responders may also 
conceptualize matters differently than the designers of the survey and overemphasize 
some relationships while neglecting others if these are, for example, latent ones that allow 
performance information use and make it possible, though these relationships are not seen 
as important use performance information in the current situation by the responders. 
As surveys and experiments used in the performance management field do not provide 
opportunities for the researcher to interact with informants, problems in respondents’ 
understanding and conceptualization remain unseen. Interviews do offer chances to 
explore respondent’s conceptualization in depth, but so far these opportunities have not 
been used.
If surveys or interviews are used to make claims about the world, it is assumed that 
the respondents can describe the world with the help of survey questions (e.g., Melkers & 
Willoughby, 2005; Moynihan, Pandey, & Wright, 2012). Otherwise, these studies would 
only report how the responders saw the factors driving performance information use, and 
they would not make any claims on what factors influence performance information use in 
reality. In the field of performance management, the researcher using interviews, surveys 
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and experiments usually seems to assume that respondents are capable of reporting the 
world as it is (e.g., Dull, 2009; Masal & Vogel, 2016). This thesis questions this assumption, 
which is held very dear among scholars studying performance information use and is not 
alone doing so (e.g., Van Helden, 2016). One of the main arguments of this thesis is that 
ambiguity in reasons and intertwined factors has been largely ignored in past studies, as 
scholars usually do not consider these issues. The thesis also argues that asking questions 
about limited set of drivers of use guides the respondent to simplistic answers that generate 
tunnel vision among scholars and practitioners. This tunnel vision jeopardizes our ability 
to see solutions to problems related to performance information use and non-use arising 
from intertwined factors incentivizing use.
In general, this thesis is not alone with its criticism of surveys and experiments based 
on surveys, as many economists have been skeptical of the survey-based techniques used 
extensively in behavioral economics. Some economists favor revealed preferences over 
stated preferences from surveys in the determination of economic value (Hirschey, 2008), 
and the common view is that experiments and surveys are at risk of strategic behavior and 
systemic biases (Furham, 1986). Thus, this thesis uses other methods than surveys to study 
performance information use. However, as respondents can bias interview results too, it is 
necessary to control the possible common source bias. Therefore, this study utilizes variety 
of empirical data taken from separate sources, and different qualitative and quantitative 
techniques to confirm the results.
In addition to limiting the studied factors, the past studies have mostly devoted their 
time to understanding how and why performance information is being used, not why 
performance information is not used (e.g., Moynihan et al., 2012; Kroll, 2015b; Sinervo & 
Haapala, 2019). The research questions used have mostly focused on the following research 
question: What motivates performance information use or is associated with it (e.g., 
Kroll, 2015a; Saliterer & Korac, 2014)? The chosen direction has meant that, currently, we 
know very little about the reasons used to justify the non-use of performance information 
(see Angiola & Bianchi, 2015). Thus, this thesis attempts to broaden the understanding 
of the field by studying what factors can provide reasons for the non-use of performance 
information.
In summary, non-use is under-examined topic and the simple heuristics used to 
understand what factors incentivize performance information use arise mainly from two 
things: the survey and interview methods focusing on only some factors while neglecting 
many others and the overly simplistic theoretical and conceptual views of the scholars and 
responders. Thus far, this introduction has been very critical of past studies on performance 
information use. However, not to make the matter black and white, the past results have 
also been very useful, as they have provided results describing what factors motivate 
performance information use. This is a fertile starting point for this research. 
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1.2 Structure of the thesis
The rest of this thesis is structured in the following way: The chapter Two explains why 
performance information as a topic is relevant to the field of public administration and 
management and why one should study more the reasons for use and non-use. After 
reviewing the background providing the justification for this study, the thesis moves into the 
theoretical section presented in chapter Three. By creating a conceptual system of reasons 
for performance information use in chapter Three, this theoretical segment attempts 
to generate a holistic theoretical framework describing factors affecting performance 
information use in the public sector. Here, studies on accounting, economics, psychology, 
and political science are used to create a theoretical framework to categorize the reasons for 
use and non-use seen in public administration and management. This theoretical framework 
is then modified later on in chapter Three based on the categorization exercise with the 
public administration and management literature. The research method is described in 
the chapter Four of the thesis. The results of research articles and their contributions to 
performance information use studies are presented in Chapters Five, Six, Seven and Eight. 
In Chapter Nine, the synthesis ends with a discussion and conclusion. Consideration is 
given to the theoretical processes and interdisciplinary perspectives required when devising 
a holistic theory of performance information use and non-use.
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2 Background for the thesis
The concept of performance is central to performance information use studies. 
Traditionally, performance has been defined in two ways (van Dooren, Bouckaert, & 
Halligan 2010). According to the first way, performance is seen as the result of a production 
process whereby inputs are allocated to output production and used to generate outputs 
leading to desired outcomes. The process where inputs are transformed into outputs and 
outcomes is tracked by using the well-known 3 Es model that measures the economy, 
efficiency, and effectiveness of public sector service production. When performance refers 
to the 3 Es model, performance information uses then concentrate on information on 
economy, efficiency, and effectiveness. In the second way, the concept of performance refers 
to the realization of public values. However, there are two different interpretations of how 
the realization of public values occurs. The first interpretation comprehends performance 
as a synonym for public value, while the second understands performance and values 
as two distinctive concepts (van Dooren, Bouckaert, & Halligan 2010). In the second 
interpretation, public values provide the point of reference against which performance 
is measured. Performance can mean not only Economy, Efficiency, and Effectiveness but 
also extensiveness, acceptability, equity, fairness, and many other concepts (Pollitt, 1986). 
Nonetheless, performance does not have to cover all these aspects. Indeed, performance 
information use can concentrate only on some public values or all of them. As a field of 
study, public administration is interested in knowing what performance information is 
being used and, thus, what public values are being monitored and pursued for.
Past studies have scrutinized whether performance information has been used and, if 
so, how and why it has been used and what have been the impacts of use (e.g., Askim, 2007; 
Raudla, 2012). Concepts such as soft and hard use, opportunistic use, demand- or supply-
driven use, and formal and informal use describe how performance information has been 
used in the past (Van Dooren & Van de Walle, 2011). By demonstrating how performance 
information use varies in different contexts, studies investigating variations in use have 
also contributed to how dimensions of performance information use. Why performance 
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information is being used has listed purposes for use and identified factors associated 
with use (e.g., Kroll, 2015a; Lu & Willoughby, 2015). Research focusing on the impact of 
performance information use has reported whether performance information contributes 
to successful performance (e.g., Van Thiel & Leeuw, 2002). This thesis mostly contributes 
to the studies examining the why question, although some new knowledge is produced on 
whether performance information is being used and how it is used. However, the thesis does 
not study the effects of performance information use because this would require another 
type of theoretical framework describing the different impacts of performance information 
use. Moreover, due to the space restrictions in current article formats, combining all the 
research topics seen in the performance information use literature would not be possible in 
the research articles that are part of this thesis.
Next, the importance of the topic is described. First, a short overview is provided 
addressing the question of why performance information use has been a relevant research 
topic in recent history. Second, past studies are used to demonstrate why it is essential to 
study the reasons for performance information use and non-use.
2.1 Why performance information use became fashionable
The road leading to studies of performance information use in public administration 
could have started at different points in history. In this review, the focus is, however, 
limited to the twentieth and twenty-first century movements in administration relating 
to performance information use. Van Dooren (2008) adopted similar approach in his work 
and the review in this thesis is partly based on the one conducted by Van Dooren. However, 
some additions and extensions are added to the review which were not part of Van Dooren’s 
work indicating that more performance movements are identified in this thesis.
The social survey movement was one of the first movements of this type, and it was 
based on the notion that social reformers need information on social problems and 
quantified data on governments’ performance results (Bulmer, Bales, & Sklar, 1991). What 
sparked the social survey movement in the early parts of the twentieth century was Booth’s 
argument claiming that the debate on poverty was unsophisticated because it lacked facts 
about the poor and the reasons leading to poverty (Booth, 1988). According to Booth, one 
needs information about societal outcomes of government actions, and this information 
should be used in discussions addressing the poverty problem. The aim of the social 
survey movement sounds familiar when compared to current topics in the field of public 
administration and management addressing the outcome orientation of the government or 
the lack of this orientation (e.g., Ferlie et al., 2005). From Booth to the current debates on 
outcome orientation, the focus has remained on performance information use and non-use.
Besides the social survey movement, the scientific management and science of 
administration represented another type of effort driving the use of performance 
information in the early parts of the twentieth century (Van Dooren, 2008). This 
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movement relied heavily on the notion of a rational manager who has planned objectives 
and measures tracking organizational development and who is motivated to find the gold 
standard in operations and activities by using performance measures (Mosher, 1968). 
Scientific management and the science of administration as a movement aimed to turn 
administration into a profession and science based on the measurement and use of measured 
information (Van Dooren 2008). One of the assumptions driving the movement was that 
performance information is used in rational management (e.g., Wagner, 1991). This line of 
thinking is strongly still present in today’s public administration, as well as among scholars 
examining performance information use in the public sector.
The development of cost accounting has also provided a push toward performance 
information use in the public sector (e.g., Ansari & Euske, 1987). Cost accounting aims 
to improve the cost awareness of organizations by tracking, documenting, and evaluating 
costs. Simultaneously, cost accounting offers control and openness to the public sector 
(Previts & Merino, 1979). In the performance management literature, information about 
costs is known as input information, and it is used to monitor productivity and efficiency 
(i.e., the relationship between outputs and inputs) as well as cost effectiveness (i.e., the 
relationship between costs and outcomes) (Hatry, 2006). Although cost accounting has 
been around a while, it is not fully developed in the public sector and a lot needs to be 
done to improve the cost awareness of public organizations around the globe (e.g., Pollitt 
& Bouckaert, 2011). One main agenda driving cost accounting was to enhance input 
information use and, through it, the productivity and efficiency of public organizations. 
By producing and sharing cost information, the pressure to use such information usually 
increases. However, as the role of accounting information in societies seems to change 
over time or depending on the context and users; such information is not created solely to 
improve decision-making (Burchell et al., 1980).
To further increase performance information use in the government, performance-
based budgeting approaches were adopted in several countries (Jones & McCaffery, 2010; 
Mauro, 2016). Interest in performance budgeting dates all the way back to the 1870s in 
the U.S. (e.g., in New York City); however, most significant developments in this area 
occurred in the 20th century (Jones & McCaffery, 2010, p. 43−67). As budgeting practice, 
performance-based budgeting relies on the measurement of performance, integrating 
performance measurement into budgeting, and using performance information during the 
budgeting process. The aim of performance-based budgeting is to improve the efficiency and 
effectiveness of public expenditures by linking the funding of public sector organizations 
to the results they deliver (Robinson & Last, 2009). These linkages between expenditures 
and results are achieved if performance information is being used systematically in the 
budgeting process. Thus, the performance-based budgeting movement highlights the 
importance of performance information use in the budgeting context so more rational and 
informed decisions can be made.
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The performance budget movement facilitated the first wave of evaluations in the 
1960s and 1970s. The evaluation movement used social science-based methods to assess 
the outputs and outcomes of policies (Wollmann, 2003). Group experiments were used 
to examine the most optimal means of achieving goals that would then be adopted by 
decision-makers (Vedung, 2010). According to Vedung (2010), scientific evaluation lost 
momentum in the 1970s, and evaluation practices started to utilize participatory and non-
experimental methods that incorporated different stakeholders participating in dialogue 
about performance. During the neo-liberal evaluation wave, deregulation, privatization, 
contracting out, efficiency, and customer influence became key concepts, and evaluation 
served accountability, customer satisfaction, and, most importantly, value for money. 
The latest evidence-based evaluation wave seems to be a scientific experimentation-based 
renaissance (Vedung, 2010). The series of evaluation waves is an example of the promotion 
of the use of performance data in the public sector as it has been argued that evaluation is a 
form of non-recurring performance measurement.
Parallel to the already mentioned performance initiatives, the social indicator movement 
attempted to gain momentum in societies (Innes, 1990). Problems in economic growth 
alongside the creation of the welfare state incentivized the demand for social data (Dowrick 
& Quiggin, 1998) and provided justification for the social indicator movement (e.g., Rose 
& Miller, 2008). Governments started to collect more statistics on social phenomena, and 
this increased the supply of governments’ outcome information in societies (Innes, 1990). 
The aim of the movement was to capture more comprehensively the characteristics of the 
population by developing measures tracking health, education, leisure activities, social 
security, wealth, and crime, to name a few. Social indicators make matters more governable 
through the provision of information that can be used in decision-making. Performance 
information use was a central part of the social indicator movement as it allowed control 
over societies and boosted governmentality (e.g., Rose & Miller, 2008).
Whereas the social indicator movement focused on outcomes, total quality management 
was interested in both the internal world of organizations and their external operating 
environments. Indeed, total quality management concentrated on customer satisfaction 
and input, process, and output quality (Reddy, 2012). In general, performance data played 
a central role in total quality management (Kaufman, 1992) because the quality of inputs, 
processes, and outputs can be improved by using performance data (Sinclair & Zairi, 
2000). Once again, the idea that performance information should be used was restated, 
as performance information use was embedded into the quality management movement.
The performance movement that truly kickstarted performance information use 
studies in the field of public administration was the New Public Management reform, as 
this reform highlighted the need to change performance information use practices in the 
public sector. Because performance information use studies are linked so closely with the 
adoption of New Public Management reform, this reform is dealt with here in more depth 
than the other performance initiatives promoting performance information use.
28
The roots of New Public Management are in the criticism faced by the traditional model 
of bureaucracy (e.g., Osborne & Gaebler, 1992). The model of public administration known 
as traditional bureaucracy (Hughes, 1998) was based on classical public administration 
(Wilson, 1887) and Weberian bureaucratic principles. In traditional bureaucracy, politics 
are separated from administration; there exists a hierarchical command and centralized 
bureaucracy that utilizes central planning and requires compliance with rules. According 
to the critics, the problem with traditional bureaucracy was that it could not be used to 
address today’s problems (Mauro, 2016). The criticisms of traditional bureaucracy opened 
doors for novel reforms, such as New Public Management (Hood, 1991). Essentially, New 
Public Management was a mixture of reforms affected by several theories, including the 
public choice theory, classical and neo-classical public administration theory, principal 
agent theory, and management theory (Gruening, 2001). Although different countries 
applied New Public Management differently, the main agendas of New Public Management 
were quite universal and included the following:
1. Add managerial elements, such as performance management (and performance 
information use with it), from private sector management models to the public 
sector governance mode to provide more focus on results.
2. Redefine the boundaries of government by using privatization.
3. Change the structure of the public sector to a more decentralized one.
Many managerial reforms have been adopted around the globe to make the public sector 
more businesslike and results-oriented (Jansen, 2008). Simultaneously, NPM has both 
increased and decreased the “publicness” of organizations in society. According to Bozeman 
(1987, p. xi), “publicness refers to the degree to which [an] organization is affected by 
political authority”. On the one hand, privatization has increased the politicians’ political 
influence on companies that provide public sector services. Performance measurement and 
information use have also offered opportunities to increase political control over service 
production in the public sector through the promotion of transparency. On the other 
hand, the political influence on organizations that provide public services is sometimes 
weakened because companies may opt to use commercial confidentiality to protect their 
information concerning the production of public services.
Performance information use as managerial practice has been in the center stage of this 
movement from traditional bureaucracy to private sector practices (e.g., Van Dooren & 
Van de Walle, 2011). In New Public Management reform, the rational manager measures 
performance to see how goals are achieved and uses this measurement information to 
steer the organization toward goal achievement. Because New Public Management 
has advocated performance management consisting of performance measurement and 
performance information use, performance measurement itself cannot guarantee effective 
performance management. Here, the activities designed to quantify and categorize 
performance refer to performance measurement (e.g., Modell, 2004; Hatry, 2006), and 
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these measurement activities should be used in management practices if these measures 
are to add value to the operations of the public sector. The use dimension is, therefore, 
an important step in performance management practices. When evaluating the success or 
failure of a performance initiative emphasized by the New Public Management movement, 
it is necessary to examine performance information use (van Dooren, 2008) because real 
performance management cannot occur without performance information use (Vakkuri, 
2010). 
Of course, public managers’ performance information use requires one to determine 
what the concept of performance means. Therefore, the New Public Management 
movement promoted the adoption of the concept of performance as a managerial 
innovation important to the reform. Although each wave of the New Public Management 
reform has had particular themes and specific tools, performance has been a vital part 
of every one of these waves (Talbot, 2005). As a concept, performance is an old term that 
is multi-dimensional, multifaceted, and ambiguous at best (Vakkuri, 2010). Moreover, 
performance can even be “the great unknown” (van Dooren, Bouckaert, & Halligan, 
2010, p. 16). The conceptual nature of performance complicates performance information 
use and can make New Public Management reform unsuccessful in making the public 
sector more results oriented. Sometimes, performance information has failed due to the 
conceptual ambiguities associated with the concept of performance. Besides emphasizing 
performance information use, the possible complications in the public sector performance 
information use arising from the New Public Management reform generate demand for 
studies that investigate use and non-use.
Performance measurement also creates pressures to use information and study this use. 
Of course, performance measurement is nothing novel, but its role has been emphasized in 
the New Public Management movement (Cavalluzzo & Ittner, 2004; van Helden, Johnsen, 
& Vakkuri, 2008). Because of New Public Management, performance measurement has 
been adopted on an international and government-wide scale, and in all management 
functions (van Dooren, 2008), and measurement has developed into its own industry 
(Johnsen, 2005). The result orientation in New Public Management has also meant a shift 
from inputs to results, and this shift increased performance information, changed the 
data produced in public administration, and altered the type of evidence used in public 
management (Kristensen, Groszyk, & Buhler, 2002, p. 10). 
Increased data production and changes in the information used to govern the public 
sector create the need to study public sector performance information use because additional 
information and renewed management practices based on performance information use 
should make the public sector more efficient. However, the more efficient public sector 
is not guaranteed, as there are difficulties in both measurement and the use of measured 
results (e.g., Smith, 1995; 1996). For instance, the different ways to define performance make 
performance measurement difficult. Performance can be defined differently in various 
levels of administration, such as macro (i.e., government-wide performance), meso (policy 
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sector, a network, or a chain of events), and micro-level (individual organizations), which 
complicates measurement (Bouckaert & Halligan, 2008). The produced performance 
information can also cause perverse behavior and adverse information use, leading to 
inefficient operations in the administration. Problems in performance measurement 
and information use provide interesting starting points for researchers investigating 
performance information use. 
The results concerning the success of performance management in the public sector 
were divided in practice. On one hand, New Public Management and its assumptions about 
performance information use have received criticism, as the public sector is not identical 
to the private sector. These differences between the two sectors mean that the adoption of 
private sector practices in the public sector context can create symbolic managerial practices 
(Lapsley, 1999). In reality, the ideas presented by the New Public Management movement 
have suffered from poor implementation (Arnaboldi, Lapsley, & Steccolini, 2015). Hence, 
New Public Management has lost much of its support (Lynn, 1998). On the other hand, 
successful performance management practices based on performance information use have 
generated benefits to the public sector. The divided results on the success of performance 
management have motivated more studies that aim to understand why performance 
information use as management practice succeeds or fails.
In addition to New Public Management, evidence-based policymaking (Sanderson, 
2002; Cairney, 2016) and knowledge management in the public sector context are among 
the most recent developments that attempt to increase performance information use in 
the public sector (Laihonen & Mäntylä, 2018; Lönnqvist, Käpylä, Salonius, & Yigitcanlar, 
2014). Evidence-based policymaking promoted information use in policy making because 
societies should be improved in the name of utilitarianism (Solesbury, 2001). Most typically, 
knowledge management is described as the process of creating, sharing, using, and managing 
the knowledge and information in an organizational context. Basic questions addressed 
in knowledge management ask what type of performance information should be used in 
management and how we gather, share, and use this information in the most beneficial 
way (Syed-Ikhsan & Rowland, 2004). These questions show that knowledge management 
is one of the latest attempts to understand and generate performance information use in 
the public sector.
The performance movements seen in recent history have inspired governments to 
generate their own performance models to promote information use. The “New Zealand 
model” (Boston et al., 1996), the Canadian “La Relève” model (Bourgon, 1998), the Belgian 
“Copernicus” model, and the German “slim state” model are examples of performance 
models created by the governments (Pollitt & Bouckaert, 2011). Besides these models, the 
academic community has also implemented various performance frameworks, including 
the Neo-Weberian State model (Drechsler & Kattel, 2008), the French model (Bartoli, 
2008), Napoleonic model (Ongaro, 2009), Nordic model (Veggeland, 2007), and the digital 
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era governance model (Dunlevy et al., 2006) and new public governance model (Osbourne, 
2010).
Despite various efforts, different performance movements and models have faced 
challenges achieving regular performance information use, and the research results 
concerning the usefulness of performance information use are mixed. Consequently, the 
factors stimulating performance information use are the focus of the present study. A great 
amount of research has focused on performance information use and drivers of such use 
in the fields of public administration and performance management (de Lancer Julnes & 
Holzer, 2001; Jansen, 2008; Taylor, 2009; Moynihan & Pandey, 2010; Liguori, Sicilia, & 
Steccolini, 2012; Saliterer & Korac, 2013; Grossi, Reichard, & Ruggiero, 2016). However, 
there is a lack of theoretical work that attempts to theorize the factors driving performance 
information use and non-use into holistic theory. The theoretical section of this thesis aims 
to synthesize and theorize the past results describing the use and non-use of performance 
information.
2.2 Variations in use: A premise for studying reasons for use and non-use
Reviewing the past literature on performance information users around the globe and 
variations in their performance information use demonstrates the international need to 
understand the factors driving performance information use. The main problem with the 
current research is that models explaining performance information use have not been 
compared and analyzed concerning conceptual overlap and missing aspects. Because this 
type of comparison has not been conducted, there is no established theory of performance 
information use covering all the performance information use models and the factors 
included in these models. By showing that scholars have used limited and selective 
theoretical approaches previously in disparate parts of the world, this section examining 
the performance information use habits of diverse user groups reveals the research gap that 
this thesis is attempting to cover. Knowing the research gap and what generates it provides 
justification for this thesis, which attempts to generate comprehensive theory on the factors 
driving the non-use and use of performance information. 
In the literature, there are several performance information user categories identified 
(e.g., Mayston, 1985; van Dooren & Van de Walle, 2011; van Helden & Reichard, 2019). 
One of the most comprehensive identifications was conducted by Mack (2004), who 
identified ratepayers (i.e., taxpayers), consumers of goods or services, other resource 
providers (i.e., suppliers of goods and services, suppliers of finances, donors of funds or 
voluntary donors of time), representatives or employees of another public sector entity, 
oversight bodies (i.e., members of oversight bodies, regulators, or auditors), management 
(i.e., public administrators and managers), and elected officials (i.e., local politicians, 
state legislators, and members of parliament or congressional representatives). Although 
performance information user groups could be defined differently based on, for example, 
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their age, education, or work background, this thesis uses Mack’s categorization to structure 
the literature review on the results of the studies addressing public sector performance 
information use.
2.2.1 Taxpayers, consumers of services, and other resource 
providers as performance information users
According to research, taxpayers have been shown to use input, process, output, outcome, 
efficiency, and cost-effectiveness information. However, the use seems to vary depending 
on individual attributes and the context (e.g., Lu, 2011; Baekgaard, 2015; Brusca & 
Montesinos, 2016; Chen, 2017). In these studies, the taxpayers have dual roles, as they also 
usually act as consumers of public goods and services (e.g., James, 2011; Kool & Bekkers, 
2016). Therefore, the results regarding taxpayers often describe how consumers of public 
sector goods and services use performance information. Here, taxpayers are also understood 
as consumers of services.
Studies investigating citizens as performance information users have been conducted in 
Sweden (Murray, 2002), Hong Kong and Singapore (Taylor, 2006), Spain and Italy (Brusca 
& Montesinos, 2016), the United States of America (Charbonneau & Van Ryzin, 2015), 
England (James, 2011), China (Lam & Wang, 2014), Denmark (Baekgaard, 2015), and 
the Netherlands (Kool & Bekkers, 2016). Geographically, studies from Africa and South 
America are missing while most studies have been conducted in United States. The studies 
concentrating on the performance information use of citizens have focused on three levels 
of governance: local (e.g., Baekgaard, 2015; James, 2011), state (Lu, 2011), and central 
government (Joyce & Levy, 2008). Therefore, there are no studies focusing on how citizens 
use performance information relating to international relations. Variations in performance 
information use have been found in local (Charbonneau & Van Ryzin, 2015), state (Lu, 
2011), and central government (Taylor, 2006) and in different countries. These reported 
variations in assorted countries and government levels emphasize the need to understand 
the factors driving performance information use. 
Unfortunately, studies examining citizens as performance information users have only 
considered some factors associated with performance information use while neglecting 
other important factors (e.g., Taylor, 2006; James, 2011; Kool & Bekkers, 2016). In fact, 
studies have been intentionally limited, as this directs focus on novel matters that have not 
been studied before. This has been the case regardless of what country has been investigated. 
For example, Baekgaard (2015) investigated whether information content affects attitude 
formation. Nevertheless, he did not examine how, for example, educational or work 
background and information channels affect such use. Baekgaard (2015) reported that 
randomized survey experiments are often used to address problems related to endogeneity 
(i.e., omitted variables, such as work background and information channels). Nobel prize 
33
winner, Angus Deaton, along with Nancy Cartwright (2018:2), highlighted the problems 
associated with this type of thinking in relation to the effect of randomization:
Randomized controlled trials (RCTs) are increasingly popular in the social sciences 
... We argue that the lay public, and sometimes researchers, put too much trust 
in RCTs over other methods of investigation. Contrary to frequent claims in the 
applied literature, randomization does not equalize everything other than the 
treatment in the treatment and control groups; it does not automatically deliver a 
precise estimate of the average treatment effect …, and it does not relieve us of the 
need to think about (observed or unobserved) covariates. 
Based on this perspective, it is difficult to determine the extent to which past RCT results, 
in conjunction with theoretically limited perspectives that ignore a vast amount of research 
evidence in the field, can be trusted. Assumptions relating to randomization are widely 
adopted in the field of performance management as many studies have produced their 
findings while assuming that from randomization will equalize everything other than 
the treatment. As a consequence of these assumptions, overconfidence in the published 
results can be problematic. Overconfidence arises from unawareness of relevant theories 
and overlooking the effect of chance in the study setting. Deaton and Cartwright (2018:2), 
describe this problem as follows: 
Finding out whether an estimate was generated by chance is more difficult than 
commonly believed. At best, a RCT yields an unbiased estimate, but this property 
is of limited practical value. Even then, estimates apply only to the sample selected 
for the trial, often no more than a convenience sample, and justification is required 
to extend the results to other groups, including any population to which the 
trial sample belongs, or to any individual, including an individual in the trial. 
Demanding “external validity” is unhelpful because it expects too much of an RCT 
while undervaluing its potential contribution. RCTs do indeed require minimal 
assumptions and can operate with little prior knowledge. This is an advantage when 
persuading distrustful audiences, but it is a disadvantage for cumulative scientific 
progress, where prior knowledge should be built upon, not discarded. RCTs can play 
a role in building scientific knowledge and useful predictions, but they can only do 
so as part of a cumulative program [in combination] with other methods, including 
conceptual and theoretical development, to discover not “what works” but “why 
things work.”
As there currently exist no systematic literature reviews that attempt to map out concepts 
and conceptual relationships relating to performance information use, creating a 
comprehensive theory of the incentives of performance information use is a challenging 
task for an article or book chapter format. Therefore, the current state concerning models 
of performance in formation in studies examining citizens is not surprising.
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What comes to other resource providers as performance information users, performance 
information use also seems to vary in divergent contexts and among users. The performance 
information use of suppliers of goods and services has been mostly studied in the context 
of hybrid organizations (e.g., Agostino & Arnaboldi, 2015; 2018). Typical examples of 
hybrid organizations are public–private partnerships (e.g., Liu, Love, Smith, Regan, & 
Sutrisna, 2014) or public service networks (e.g., Provan & Milward, 2001). In public–
private partnerships, performance information concerning inputs, processes, workloads, 
outputs, outcomes, efficiency, and cost-effectiveness is being used. Limited, moderate 
(e.g., Agostino & Arnaboldi, 2015; 2018) and high use (e.g., Liu, Love, Smith, Regan, & 
Sutrisna, 2014) has been reported in studies examining the performance information 
use of suppliers of goods and services operating hybrids. As public–private partnerships 
have been studied extensively on each continent and in developed as well as developing 
countries (Roehrich, Lewis, & George, 2014; de Castro e Silva Neto, Cruz, Rodrigues, 
& Silva, 2016), the variations in performance information use are well documented (e.g., 
Bäckstrand, 2008). However, the variation has been explained by using incomprehensive 
models of performance information use in hybrid contexts, as disparate studies neglect 
aspects considered important in accounting, economics, psychology, and political science. 
The incomplete models in the hybrid context justify one aim of this thesis, pursuing a 
holistic model of performance information use.
Donors of time as performance information users have been examined if one considers 
the studies examining hybrids, including voluntary sector organizations. Again, the limited, 
moderate, and high use of performance information has been found in these studies (e.g., 
Rajala et al., 2018; Agostino & Arnaboldi, 2018; Seppänen et al., 2019). These studies have 
focused on local, central (e.g., Rajala et al., 2018), and regional government (e.g., Agostino 
& Arnaboldi, 2018). Moreover, use varies on each level depending on the information type, 
user, and context. Unfortunately, the theoretical frameworks have not been comprehensive 
in these studies. As an illustration, Rajala et al. (2018) examined mental models, motivation, 
power, information, information systems, organizational culture, organizational structure, 
and social rule systems as possible factors driving the non-use of performance information 
while they ignored aspects relating to information producers and fiscal stress, among other 
things.
The use of performance information concerning public sector projects has also varied 
among suppliers of finance and donors of funds when social impact bonds initiated by the 
government have been examined (Calderini, Chiodo, Valeria, & Michelucci, 2018). Social 
impact bond reporting usually focuses on input, output, outcome, efficiency, and cost-
effectiveness measures. However, these studies have not addressed what factors serve as 
incentives for performance information use among suppliers of finance or donors of funds 
(e.g., Del Giudice & Migliavacca, 2019). According to Hyndman (1990), non-financial 
information is considered most interesting by the donors of funds. Social impact bonds 
have been studied on every continent and in the countries listed below. Use has varied 
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depending on the context, highlighting the global need to further study what drives 


























2.2.2 Public managers and employees of the public sector 
entity as performance information users
Public managers are the most studied performance information user group in the field of 
public sector accounting and performance management (ter Bogt, 2004). In the literature, 
public managers have been demonstrated to use input, process, workload, output, 
outcome, efficiency, and cost-effectiveness information (Ho & Ni, 2005). The performance 
information use of public managers has been studied at the local (e.g., Folz et al., 2009; 
Kroll & Vogel, 2014; Yang & Hsieh, 2007), regional/state (e.g., Taylor, 2009; Moynihan 
& Hawes, 2012), and central government levels (Moynihan & Lavertu, 2012). However, 
public managers operating at the international level have not been examined (e.g., United 
nations or EU). Whether the focus has been on the local (e.g., Ho & Ni, 2005; Ammons 
& Roenigk, 2015), the regional/state (e.g., Andrews, 2004; Taylor, 2011), or the central 
level (e.g., Newcomer, 2007; Jones & McCaffery, 2010), performance information use 
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has varied. The variations in performance information use among public managers have 
been reported on all continents and several countries within disparate continents. As an 
example, the performance information use of public managers has been studied in the 
following countries, and the intensity of use has varied:
1. Taiwan (Yang & Hsieh, 2007)
2. China (Lu, 2013)
3. New Zealand (Norman, 2002)
4. Australia (Taylor, 2011)
5. United States (Moynihan & Landuyt, 2009)
6. Canada (Abdel−Maksoud et al., 2015)
7. Austria (Saliterer & Korac, 2013)
8. Germany (Kroll & Proeller, 2013)
9. Sweden (Johansson & Siverbo, 2009)
10. Zimbabwe (Zinyama & Nhema, 2016)
11. Kenya (Korir, Rotich, & Bengat, 2015)
12. Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, and Uruguay (Ospina et al., 2004)
In the studies conducted in the listed countries, the theoretical models used to explain the 
variation seen in the public managers’ performance information use have been selective 
in terms of what factors have been included and excluded from the models. For example, 
Moynihan and Pandey (2010) tested whether public service motivation, job attributes, 
organizational factors (e.g., developmental culture and information availability), external 
factors (e.g., citizen participation), population size, income per capita, population 
homogeneity, government size, and region explain performance information use. However, 
Moynihan and Pandey (2010) ignored information systems, information providers, fiscal 
stress, laws, and regulations as contextual factors. Overall, reviewing the studies on public 
managers’ performance information use in different countries reveals the need for a 
holistic model of performance information use, as the study field in its current form lacks 
theoretical coherence and is disconnected in many parts.
Public employees’ performance information use has been examined at the local (e.g., 
Moynihan, Pandey, & Wright, 2012), regional/state (e.g., Moynihan & Ingraham, 2004), 
and central government level (Moynihan & Lavertu, 2012; Taylor, 2015). However, few 
studies investigate this topic. In addition, public employees working at the international 
level have not been researched. In the literature, public sector employees have been 
demonstrated to use output, outcome, and efficiency information (Taylor, 2015; de Boer 
et al., 2018). Performance information use has varied in the local (e.g., Moynihan, Pandey, 
& Wright, 2012), regional/state (e.g., Moynihan & Ingraham, 2004), and central level (e.g., 
Moynihan & Lavertu, 2012; Taylor, 2015). Again, the theoretical models used to explain 
this variation have been selective in terms of the included and excluded factors. As an 
example, Moynihan and Ingraham (2004) test whether leadership, political factors, and 
professionalism explain performance information use while ignoring, for instance, the 
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quality of information and information systems. The studies focusing on public sector 
employees as performance information users have been conducted in Europe, North 
America, and Oceania and in developed countries, such as Australia, the United States, 
and the Netherlands. Although Africa and Asia are not covered by the current studies, the 
evidence showing variations in use is strong. Similarly, researchers use incomplete models 
of performance information use in different countries because comprehensive literature 
reviews are missing on the topic. Studies can be conducted without a comprehensive 
theoretical framework, as developing hypotheses or proposing research questions does not 
currently necessitate systematic literature reviews on the topic.
When considering what elected officials have been studied as performance information 
users, research has concentrated on presidents (e.g., Rajala, 2019a), members of parliament 
or congressional representatives (Rhee, 2014), state legislators (Lu & Willoughby, 2015), 
and local politicians (Sinervo & Haapala, 2019). However, the research properly covers only 
three administrative levels: local, regional (or state), and central (or federal) government. 
Although Rajala (2019a) has studied presidents before, there is currently a void in research 
concerning performance information use at the fourth governance level, consisting of 
forums of international relations, such as the United Nations. The void exists because Rajala 
(2019) only used brief examples from presidential speeches to demonstrate that presidents 
do use performance information for problem solving in their rhetoric. Therefore, research 
on presidential performance information use in international relations is lacking.
Thus far, research results have shown that politicians at the local (e.g., Johansson & 
Siverbo, 2009), regional (Lu & Willoughby, 2015), central (Raudla, 2012), and federal 
government (Posner & Fantone, 2007), and the international level (Rajala, 2019a) do use 
performance information. However, performance information is usually used in limited 
fashion in local, regional, and central government, as this is the most typical finding (e.g., 
ter Bogt, 2004; Ospina, 2004; Moynihan, 2005b; Joyce, 2011; Raudla & Savi, 2015; Grossi 
et al., 2016). In addition, high use (Moynihan, 2005a; Saliterer & Korac, 2014; Ellul & 
Hodges, 2019) and moderate use (Posner & Fantone, 2007; Lu & Willoughby, 2015) have 
been reported in these three governance levels. 
Information on inputs, processes, outputs, outcomes, efficiency, and cost effectiveness 
has been used by elected officials (e.g., ter Bogt, 2001; Ho, 2005; Kroll & Proeller, 
2013). Quite often, input information is the most used one in the political sphere (e.g., 
Moynihan, 2005b). Many studies state that performance information use varies depending 
on politicians’ attributes and the context where the elected official operates (e.g., Ho, 
2005; Askim, 2009; Charbonneau & Bellavance, 2015; Giacomini et al., 2016). However, 
important factors associated with performance information use have been omitted from 
all these studies. For example, Askim (2009) examined how formal roles, municipality 
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size, the search for other information, education level, and political experience explained 
performance information use, but he did not test whether information and information 
system quality or organizational performance explained performance information use. 
Other researchers limit the scope of their research in the same manner as Askim (2009) 
does. This omits some important factors while the focus is on others.
Most studies on politicians’ performance information use are conducted in the United 
States. Geographically, studies do not cover politicians’ performance information use in 
Africa, Asia, or Oceania. However, the evidence on variations in performance information 
use is considerable, and a lack of theoretical cohesion is well documented. The studies 
conducted in the countries listed on the next page provide examples of how common 
theoretical bases are missing in the field, as all studies neglect important factors driving 
performance information use according to studies in accounting, economics, psychology, 
and political science: 
1. Netherlands (ter Bogt, 2001)
2. Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, and Uruguay (Ospina et al., 2004)
3. United Kingdom (Ezzamel et al., 2004)
4. United States of America (Moynihan, 2005b)
5. Norway (Askim, 2007)
6. Lithuania (Nakrošis, 2008)
7. Sweden (Johansson & Siverbo, 2009) 
8. Estonia (Raudla, 2012)
9. Austria (Saliterer & Korac, 2014)
10. Canada (Charbonneau & Bellavance, 2015)
11. Italy (Giacomini et al., 2016)
12. Germany (Grossi et al., 2016)
13. Denmark (Bjørnholt et al., 2016)
14. Belgium (Buylen & Christiaens, 2016)
15. Finland (Sinervo & Haapala, 2019)
16. Malta (Ellul & Hodges, 2019)
17. Portugal (Jorge et al., 2019)
Mack (2004) has reported that oversight bodies do use performance information. Financial 
information (i.e., balance sheet, cash flow statement, notes to financial statement, and 
auditors’ report) is especially under scrutiny. This indicates that oversight bodies are 
interested in inputs and outcomes in financial matters but do follow other performance 
indicators, such as productivity indicators. However, Kroll (2015b) has shown that 
some oversight bodies might not always use input, output, or outcome information, and 
performance information use varies among oversight bodies. Again, the research reveals 
variations in performance information use but has tried to explain these variations with 
incomplete models of factors driving performance information that neglect many reasons 
for use and non-use shown in the fields of accounting, economics, psychology, and political 
science. As an example, Bourdeux (2006) tested whether initial legislative engagement and 
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disposition to support the reform, institutional structure and capacity, and environmental 
factors influence performance information use. However, Bourdeux (2006) did not 
investigate whether the reputation of information producers or information systems affects 
performance information use. As performance information use has varied in all continents 
in the studies addressing oversight activities, performance information use variations are 
well documented. Moreover, there is evidence that important factors driving information 
displayed in Figure 1 have been neglected in studies conducted in the following countries:
1. Australia (Guthrie & English, 1997)
2. OECD (Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development countries 
(Curristine, 2006)
3. South Africa, Thailand, Tanzania, Bolivia, and Ghana (Andrews, 2006)
4. United States (Rabovsky, 2014; Bourdeaux, 2008)
5. United Kingdom (Wimbush, 2011)
6. Ireland (McGeough, 2014)
7. Germany, Austria, and Switzerland (e.g., Kroll, 2015b)
8. Norway (Jantz et al., 2015)
9. Australia, Belgium, Italy, Netherlands, Hong Kong, Portugal, Romania, and 
Sweden (e.g., Wynen & Verhoest, 2016)
10. Zimbabwe (Zinyama & Nhema, 2016)
11. China (Ye & Ni, 2016)
12. Denmark (Nielsen & Moynihan, 2017)
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3 Why use or not use performance information: 
The question in different disciplines
Based on the history of science, many relevant study fields can be explored to find reasons 
for the use or lack of use of performance information in the public sector. Already the 
classics of philosophy pondered why people use or do not use information. For example, 
epistemological arguments concerning the criteria for methods, validity, and the nature 
and scope of knowledge (Steup, 2005) could well be used to explain the use and non-use of 
performance information in the public sector. The connection between epistemology and 
performance information use and non-use just points out how far into history the topic 
of this thesis could go. As it was not the aim of this thesis to map out the study fields that 
could provide insight into performance information use in public sector, informed choices 
were made to limit the scope of the study fields examined. 
For the purposes of this thesis, it is more useful to understand the more recent 
background for studies addressing performance information use, as the connections 
to recent studies are more evident. As a research area, four fields of study have mainly 
influenced performance information use studies: accounting, economics, political science, 
and psychology. Next, a short overview from each of the four study fields is presented to 
make it evident why studying performance information use has been inspired and affected 
by these four fields of study. Moreover, investigating these four study fields provides the first 
opportunity to theorize the factors incentivizing public sector performance information 
use and non-use. Thus, each overview ends with concluding notes concerning factors that 
can explain use and non-use.
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3.1 Accounting studies and performance information use and non-use
Financial reporting aims to support decision making (Bergmann, 2012), and it is required for 
accountability and transparency (Barton, 2004; Yamamoto, 2008). Accounting literature 
has examined the same aspects of performance information use in the public sector as 
studies of performance information use conducted in the field of public administration (e.g., 
Noqueira & Jorge, 2017). However, performance information has often been called financial 
or accounting information in the accounting literature (Brusca, 1997; van Helden, 2016). 
Various user groups, information needs, performance information usability, performance 
information types used, reasons for performance information use (i.e., purposes for use and 
antecedents of use), and how performance information is being used have been investigated 
in the accounting literature (van Helden & Reichard, 2019). Thus, the accounting literature 
has contributed significantly to current knowledge on performance information use in 
the public sector. Accounting scholars examining public sector performance information 
use have drawn many of their research ideas from accounting studies conducted in the 
private sector context. Therefore, it is reasonable to argue that accounting literature has had 
important influence on performance information use studies.
After the implementation of a private sector model of financial reporting for the 
public sector, many scholars have doubted the usefulness of public sector performance 
reporting to information users (e.g., Daniels & Daniels, 1991; Carvalho et al., 2006; 
Lee, 2008; Cohen, 2008; Andriani et al., 2010). Empirical evidence has also shown how 
performance information has suffered from limited usefulness in the public sector (Barton, 
2004; Carnegie & West, 2005). As a counterargument to limited usefulness, more recent 
accounting studies have demonstrated a degree of usefulness of the performance reporting 
for several users (Andriani et al., 2010; Kober et al., 2010). Thus, the results of accounting 
studies have highlighted the need to understand why performance reporting is sometimes 
used. Therefore, it came as no surprise that considerable effort has been made to determine 
the reasons for the use and non-use of performance information. In the accounting 
literature, reasons for use and non-use of financial information have been associated with 
the following factors: information quality (Chewning & Harrell, 1999; Melville, 2008; 
Oulasvirta, 2014), mental models (Bourmistrov, 2017), attitudes (Jones & Dewing, 1997), 
motivation (Luft, Shields, & Thomas, 2016), social context (Chatman, 1989; Saliterer & 
Korac, 2013), demographic factors (i.e., education level) (Haas & Speckbacher (2017), 
information channel (Lepistö, 2014), and information provider (Lewis, 2016). In the 
theoretical section of this thesis, it is tested whether these reasons for the use and non-use 
of performance information are also in seen in public administration and performance 
management literature.
At this point, it is necessary to clarify what is meant by mental models, attitudes, 
motivation, demographic factors, the social context, information providers, information 
channels, and information quality in the accounting literature. Here, mental models are 
mental representations showing how something works in the real or hypothetical world 
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(Johnson-Laird, 1998). Explicitly expressed perceptions, explanations, values, and other 
knowledge are all examples of mental models (Rajala et al., 2018). Attitude is defined as 
“an enduring set of beliefs about an object that predisposes people to behave in particular 
way toward the object” (Weigel, 1983, p. 257). Motivation as a concept describes what 
incentivizes a person to action or inaction (Pervin 2003), whereas demographic factors 
point to age, sex, income level, religion, marital status, occupation, education attainment 
level, and other matters of that sort.
Information is, in this thesis, understood as propositional knowledge that is stored, 
sent, received, or manipulated in any medium (Dretske 1985). Quality of information 
means that information matches users’ qualitative and quantitative expectations for it 
(Rajala, 2019b). Information channels, conversely, refer to “conveyance devices that collect 
information from a source or sources, repackages it and then disseminates it” (Dunwoody 
& Griffin, 2014, p. 222). Social context points to social pressures arising from social rules, 
cultural habits, socialization, institutional logics, or peer pressure that guides the use of 
performance information (Van Maanen & Schein, 1979).
3.2 Performance information use and non-use in economics
From the perspective of economics, performance information use as a topic relates to 
discussions debating whether humans can act like homo economicus in a market context 
or if their rationality is bounded in decision making. Here, homo economicus refers to an 
economic person who acts like a rational agent in economic models. Homo economicus 
is a forward-looking agent who serves his or her self-interest and has well-established 
preferences (Zak, 2010). In decision-making situations involving different options, homo 
economicus considers all the relevant information and chooses the alternative with the 
maximum expected value. The concept of homo economicus relates closely to the rational 
choice theory as it assumes that human actors have stable preferences and engage in 
maximizing behavior (see Becker, 1976). In the debate on homo economicus and rational 
choice theory, it was questioned whether the assumptions relating to homo economicus 
were realistic, and, if not, how important this finding was to theories of economics (e.g., 
Stikkers, 2003; Levine, Chan, & Satterfield, 2015).
As a response to the concept of homo economicus, Simon (1957) proposed the concept 
of bounded rationality. Of course, Simon operated in multiple study fields, including 
psychology, economics, computer science, and public administration. However, his work 
related to bounded rationality is placed under economics because he received the Nobel 
Prize in Economic Sciences for that work (Simon, 1978). According to Simon (1979: 502), 
“rationality is bounded when it falls short of omniscience… [a]nd the failures of omniscience 
are largely failures of knowing all the alternatives, uncertainty about relevant exogenous 
events, and inability to calculate consequences.” In general, bounded rationality limits 
information searching and processing because people have cognitive limitations and lack 
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time (Simon, 1957). Thus, the public sector decision maker as homo economicus would use 
all the relevant performance information to maximize the utility generated by public sector 
service production. However, decision makers whose rationality is bounded will not use all 
the relevant performance information. Therefore, they cannot make optimal decisions. The 
theory of bounded rationality has inspired the field of study known currently as behavioral 
economics.
In counterarguments to the rational choice theory, behavioral economics studies 
have claimed that people are predictably irrational (Ariely, 2008). By using psychological 
experimentation to identify cognitive and emotional bias in human decision-making, 
scholars in the field of behavioral economics have attempted to change the way that 
economists understand the expressed preferences and value perceptions of people (e.g., 
Thaler, 1985). In fact, behavioral economics have shown that people do not purely serve 
self-interest and individuals are not benefits maximizing and cost-minimizing actors with 
stable preferences. By contrast, people are subject to insufficient knowledge, problems with 
processing capability, and inadequate feedback (Baddeley, 2017). 
Incomplete knowledge can result from several types of bias, for example, people’s 
tendency to resist change, otherwise known as status quo bias. Status quo bias reduces the 
extent to which individuals search for information, thus leading to insufficient knowledge 
(see Samuelson & Zeckhauser, 1988). Besides status quo bias, an individual’s emotional 
state and memories can affect his or her knowledge levels. According to Shiller (2015), the 
powerful emotions of investors have been known to easily override any suspicion about 
the real value of an investment. Memories are also problematic because the recollection of 
past events is likely to be non-representative (Morewedge, Gilbert, & Wilson, 2005), and 
people evaluate past events based on the most pleasing moments and those at the end of the 
experience rather than on the average of every moment of the experience. This is known as 
the peak-end rule (Kahneman & Tversky, 1999). Finally, a lack of salient information in the 
environment can also lead to a lack of knowledge (Coulter & Coulter, 2005; Thorndike et 
al., 2012).
The prospect theory is often used to describe the phenomena pertaining to information 
processing challenges. For example, according to this theory, risk-averse and risk-seeking 
behaviors reveal how people do not always determine the best possible outcome of a decision 
in a fully rationally manner when dealing with information (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979). 
Another example is the Law of Least Effort that posits that lazy thinking leads to errors 
in information use and decision-making (Kahneman, 2011). Inadequate feedback loops 
are associated with information avoidance, which involves disregard for important but 
unpleasant feedback, leading to long-term negative utility (Karlsson, et al., 2009). 
An important message of behavioral economics is that uncertainty and context affect 
decision-making. The current view seems to be that people are poor predictors of uncertain 
future behavior as present events carry greater weight than future ones (Frederick, 
Loewenstein, & O’Donoghue, 2002). Indeed, studies that utilized the intertemporal choice 
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theory demonstrated how the preferences of information users for smaller gains achieved 
in the short term resulted in a considerable loss in well-being over the long term (Hampton, 
2018). When considering the information use context, behavioral economics scholars 
have argued that people are social creatures who regularly adhere to social norms and 
desire self-consistency. Social norms are here understood as implicit or explicit behavioral 
expectations or rules established within a group of people (Dolan et al., 2010). These 
norms are important part of identity economics according to which economic actions are 
motivated by monetary incentives and self-concept (Akerlof & Kranton, 2010). The need 
to preserve a positive view of who he or she is increases a person’s likelihood of accepting 
feedback about social norms. 
The effects of social norms were evident in a study demonstrating that information 
users were not always in conscious control of their actions because they were primed by 
certain social and cultural conditions (Vohs et al., 2006). To understand how social rules 
affect people, it is important to acknowledge that adherence to social rules relates to social 
preferences, such as trust and fairness. Dishonesty destroys trust, and a lack of social norms 
promotes dishonest behavior (Mazar & Ariely, 2006); therefore, the association between 
trust as social preferences and social norms is evident. However, fairness involves peoples’ 
desire for reciprocity. The principle of reciprocity requires that a person’s action is returned 
with another equivalent action. Thus, as a social rule, people respond to positive actions 
kindly and use a punitive response to a negative action (Fehr & Gaechter, 2000).
Currently, information use and non-use in economics have been explained by 
information quality (Greenwald & Stiglitz, 198), education level (as a demographic factor) 
(Ioncică, Petrescu, Ioncică, & Constantinescu, 2012), mental models (Kahneman & Tversky, 
2013), attitudes (Soper & Walstad, 1983), identity (Akerlof & Kranton, 2010), motivation 
(Epley & Gilovich, 2016), the social context (Bursztyn & Jensen, 2017), information 
content (Diclemente et al., 2001), information channels (Svensson & Yanagizawa, 2009), 
and information providers (Akerlof, 1995). As these findings are in line with those in the 
field of accounting, they reinforce the idea that the framework in figure 1 could be suitable 
for an analysis of performance information use and non-use in the public sector context.
Overall, many studies in the field of behavioral economics have argued against the 
accuracy of homo economicus because heuristics and biases cause difficulties with the 
concept of rationality used in the expected utility theory (Kahneman, 2011). Thus, 
imperfections in human characteristics and the decision-making context elucidate the 
choices made by people that are not based on careful deliberation. The “nudge” theory 
was proposed to address limitations related to heuristics and cognitive biases, (Thaler and 
Sunstein, 2008). Various debiasing and rebiasing tools in behavioral economics have been 
proposed to address challenges with decision-making (Larrick, 2004). The field of public 
administration has also investigated the nudge theory and debiasing tools (Nagtegaal et 
al., 2020).
45
Thus, several behavioral economics approaches have been used to provide reasons for 
the use and non-use of information, including bounded rationality (Simon, 1957), the 
prospect theory (Tversky & Kahneman, 1979), intertemporal choice theory, the homo 
economicus concept, and the nudge theory (Thaler & Sunstein, 2008). Recent studies on 
behavioral public administration have applied behavioral economics theories to assess 
performance information use in the public sector (e.g., Baekgaard, 2017; Bellé, Cantarelli, 
& Belardinelli, 2018).
3.3 Perspectives of psychology on information use and non-use
In psychology, decision-making models include information use as part of their process. In 
general, information can be used to find solutions to problems requiring actions (Mann, 
Harmoni, & Power, 1991). Moreover, information is gathered to see whether previous 
decisions have been successful (Plous, 1993). In problem solving, collecting and using 
information concerning the problem is also essential for finding solutions and monitoring 
how the chosen solutions are working (Davidson & Sternberg, 2003). What comes to 
performance information in public administration, it is often used for problem solving 
(Rajala, 2019a) and decision making (Moynihan, 2008). Thus, similar ideas about problem 
solving and decision making exist in the fields of psychology and public administration. As 
psychology examines information use in decision making, it is not surprising that theories 
from psychology have been adopted and tested in research examining performance 
information use in public administration (e.g., Olsen, 2016).
The use and non-use of information due to cognitive biases has also been studied in 
psychology (Dandeneau & Baldwin, 2004). Here, a cognitive bias refers to “systematic 
selectivity in information processing that operates to favor one type of information over 
another” (MacLeod & Matthews, 2012, p. 191). Myriad cognitive biases and their effects on 
information use have been examined. Cognitive biases in decision making have also been 
studied in management studies (Duhaime & Schwenk, 1985), accounting research (Bol & 
Smith, 2011), and in the field of public administration (George et al., 2018). 
Studies in psychology have shown that the cognitive, motivational, and personal 
attributes of the decision maker influence the ability to evaluate information diagnosticity 
and integrate information into a high-quality solution (Taylor & Dunnette, 1974). 
Motivated reasoning (i.e., prior beliefs) also affects information processing (Taber & Lodge, 
2006). In addition, correcting people’s existing misbeliefs is often challenging (Nyhan & 
Reifler, 2010). Indeed, information users are sometimes motivated to defend themselves 
against information, creating cognitive dissonance in one’s thinking (Festinger, 1957). 
For example, it is possible for people to neglect any data or choose only those parts of the 
information that fit their existing belief systems. According to Festinger (1957), a person 
may even modify the content of information so it can be better incorporated into current 
cognitive structures. Dweck (1999) adds that individuals can respond in divergent ways 
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and can give divergent explanations to the same information because they have dissimilar 
worldviews. It has also been recognized that people differ in their capabilities to learn from 
experiences, use different reasoning, comprehend multifaceted concepts, and figure out the 
correct solutions to problems while adapting to the environment.
It is also known that demographic factors, such as age, can deteriorate cognitive 
capabilities to use information (Schaie, 2001) and alter attitudes affecting the recall of 
information (Levine & Bluck, 1997). The features of information have been associated with 
the use and non-use of information in psychological studies (Malhotra, 1984), along with 
social pressure as a contextual factor (Asch, 1956). Indeed, it was shown how social pressure 
changed how people used information (Asch, 1956). Information systems and evolutionary 
psychology also play an important role in explaining witnessed use and non-use (e.g., Kock, 
2010). Moreover, the information provider has offered reasons for both non-use and use 
(Watkins & Terrell, 1988).
Whether one is talking about motivated reasoning, cognitive dissonance, or the mental 
models on performance information use, these all have inspired new research investigating 
the use of performance information. Motivated reasoning (Baekgaard & Serritzlew, 2016), 
cognitive dissonance (van der Kolk, 2018), problems of various mental models, information, 
information systems, and social pressures (Rajala et al., 2018) have all been studied in the 
context of performance information use. Thus, psychological studies have provided multiple 
ideas for performance information use studies seen in the field of public administration 
and management. This indicates that reasons for use and non-use seen in psychology could 
provide a suitable framework for analyzing the results of performance information use 
studies in the field of public administration and management. When comparing results 
from psychological studies explaining the use and non-use of information to the ones seen 
in economics and accounting, they seem to be in line.
3.4 Drivers of performance information use and non-
use according to political science
Information is part of decision making in the political world (Calvert, 2013) in the same 
manner as it is part of decisions according to economics, accounting, public administration, 
and psychology studies. Because the search for information is closely connected to finding 
solutions to societal problems, information is at the heart of politics (Baumgartner & 
Jones, 2015). In political science, researchers have examined who uses information and how 
(De Figueiredo, 2002; Bimber, 1991), why and how groups share information in politics 
(Carpenter, Esterling, & Lazer, 2004), and in what contexts is information being used and 
why (Rich & Oh, 2000). 
From political studies, blame avoidance as a research topic is the most influential one seen 
in the public administration and management field examining performance information 
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use (e.g., Charbonneau & Bellavance, 2012; Nielsen & Baekgaard, 2015). Blame avoidance 
as a concept describes actions that attempt to minimize the blame faced by public sector 
actors when undesired events occur in the public sector domain (Weaver, 1986; Hood, 
2014). Otherwise, political theories have not been used very much in performance 
information use studies, even though many of these studies have examined politicians’ use 
of performance information (e.g., ter Bogt, 2004; Askim, 2007; Raudla, 2012). In general, 
theories adopted from economics, accounting, and psychology have been more popular in 
performance information use studies. 
The theoretical foundations of most political studies have been rational choice, bounded 
rationality, blame avoidance, incomplete information, and asymmetric information models 
(e.g., Hood, 2011; Calvert, 2013). Thus, information, contextual factors, or social context 
(i.e., social pressures), mental models, motivation, attitudes, and information systems 
have been used to explain information use. However, topics addressing distrust in politics 
also demonstrate that the reputation of the information provider matters in information 
use (Shiratori, 1995). Reasons for information use in politics support similar findings in 
accounting, economics, and psychology. Thus, these themes will operate as a framework 
that guides the categorization of factors motivating performance information use and non-
use according to the public administration and management literature. The literature in 
political science does add one theme to those already identified: power. Indeed, political 
science does show clearly how power over others can make people use information and 
how the power to use and not use is a significant determinant of use (Hood, 2011). Power 
is the ability to use or not use information and the capability to make other people use the 
information.
3.5 Factors stimulating performance information use and 
non-use in public administration and management
Figure 1 summarizes the theoretical framework describing factors associated with 
information use and non-use according to studies conducted in the fields of accounting, 
economics, psychology, and political science. In Figure 1, all the reasons for the use and 
non-use of information were placed under two broader categories: individual factors and 
contextual factors. This indicates that the framework is information user-centric, as it 
separates information users from external objects (i.e., contextual factors) surrounding 
the information user in the information use context. The individual factors point to the 
reasons for use and non-use relating to the information user (e.g., Simon, 1957; Taber & 
Lodge, 2006). The contextual factors are objects in the environment where information user 
operates. The contextual factors have related to the producer of information (Schul, Mayo, 
& Burnstein, 2004), information channel (O’Reilly, 1982), context of the information use, 
and information itself (Borgida & Nisbett, 1977, p. 258; Lindblom, & Cohen, 1979). Next, 
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this thesis evaluates how reasons for the use and non-use found in public administration 
and management literature and listed in appendixes 1–7 fit the categories of the theoretical 
framework.
In general, understanding information use requires understanding the information 
user. It is essential to realize that sometimes information users might not have the 
motivation to examine the information at hand, which leads to non-use (e.g., Festinger, 
1957). Other times, information may not be used because it does not support the mental 
models of people (McGrath, 1999). However, it is also known that mental models promote 
the use of particular information when confirmation bias occurs (Nickerson, 1998). Age, 
education, and other demographic variables can both promote or inhibit use, as can the use 
of power. The social pressures set limitations on how freely the individual attributes can 
dictate performance information use.
Overall, the literature review on factors driving performance information use and non-
use confirmed that broad concepts taken from past studies on economics, political science, 
psychology, and accounting capture the factors associated with performance information 
in the public administration and management literature. However, the literature on public 
administration and management provided a much more nuanced view on information use 
than the other examined fields. Thus, the theoretical framework was moderated. This is 
very typical for hermeneutic analysis, in which analyzing theoretical parts provides new 
knowledge on the whole theoretical system and analyzing the whole system creates insights 
from the parts. The public administration and management literature offered new ways 
to analyze both the parts and the whole theoretical system describing the factors used 
to explain performance information use. The conceptual hierarchy in this theoretical 
framework was formed from five levels. In the following list, this conceptual system is 
described. The highest level is marked with Arabic numbers (1, 2, 3, etc.), whereas letters (a, 
b, c, etc.) are used to point out the second-highest level. Lowercase Roman numerals point 
out the third-highest level. Finally, uppercase Roman numerals show the fourth-highest 
hierarchy level, and bullet points reveal the lowest level. Overall, the conceptual framework 




 i. Attitudinal mental models
 ii. Mental models of identity
 iii. Competence-related mental models
 iv. Motivational mental models
c. Power
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2. Context of information use
a. Social pressures
 i. External environment
 I. Service users
 II. Political environment
 III. Economic environment
 IV. Social rules of society
 ii. Organizational factors
 I. Organization’s structure 
• Task structures (i.e., division of labor)
• Management structures
• Integrating structures 
• Reforming structures
• Legitimacy of structures
 II. Organizational culture




Next, the newly constructed theoretical framework is explained category by category. The 
first of these subcategories under individual factors was named demographic attributes. In 
this category were variables such as age, education, and work background (see Figure 1 and 
Appendix 1). The second category (see Figure 1) was altered from attitudes to attitudinal 
mental models. It included attitudes promoting or inhibiting performance information 
use. To name a few attitudinal mental models, Pro-NPM attitude, cynicism, and negativity 
bias affected use. The decision to call attitudes attitudinal mental models was based on the 
fact that attitude is one type of belief and beliefs are often described as mental models 
in psychological literature. In the modified theoretical framework presented in the list, 
the third category was called mental models of identity. Identity types, such as managerial 
identity, affected the use of performance information. Identity here refers to a complex 
psychological construct that is an integral part of an individual’s self-concept (e.g., Cuéllar 
& González, 2000; Phinney, 1996). Under the fourth category labeled competence-related 
mental models, one can see various intellectual capabilities, be they emotional intelligence 
or the ability to understand performance information. 
The fifth new category under individual factors holds motivational mental models 
driving for use. As the attentive reader notes, the category of motivation was renamed to 
motivational mental models (see Figure 1). The reason for this renaming was the author’s 
view that motivation represents one type of mental model because, essentially, motivation 
consists of world views and beliefs that describe what is worth doing and when. People 
can be intrinsically motivated, which means that beliefs about what is worth doing and 
when may come from within the individual (Frey & Osterloh, 2001). Alternatively, they 
can be extrinsically motivated in which case motivating beliefs are obtained from the 
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environment. The last category in Figure 1 and Appendix 1 points out that power to use 
or not use performance information can also explain performance information use. The 
competence-related mental model contained most factors studied, but this thesis does not 
calculate whether these factors are statistically significantly more important than other 
factors.
Besides individual attributes, the context of use also affects information use (e.g., Asch, 
1956). Therefore, the research results in public administration and management are divided 
into four contextual categories describing contextual factors motivating use and non-use: 
social pressures (i.e., external environment factors listed in Appendix 2 and organizational 
factors listed in appendixes 3–6), information provider, information channel, and 
information (see Appendix 7). External and organizational factors are subcategories under 
the category of social pressures.
The external environment is further divided into many subcategories of service users, 
service production environment, political environment, economic environment, and 
social rules of society (see Appendix 2). These categories reflect the suggested drivers of 
performance information use in the literature. The category of service users had several 
subcategories, such as service user diversity, intensity of service use, and dissatisfaction 
with service among the citizens. These subcategories described in more detail what factors 
associated with service users can incentivize performance information use. The service 
production environment had subcategories describing various aspects of the environment, 
be they complexity of the environment or benchmark organizations. Political influences 
and competition as performance information use drivers are examples of subcategories 
under the political environment. In the political science literature, Hinterleitner and 
Sager (2015) have argued that political stakeholders and their information use affect how 
data about public sector activities are being used by public sector actors. According to 
Weaver (1986), political competition between an opposition and the government makes 
information about blameworthy actions valuable. 
In the category of the economic environment, there are, for example, subcategories 
called market competition and economic downturns. These can also influence performance 
information use and non-use. For example, performance information can gather attention 
in times of fiscal stress (e.g., MacKuen, 1983; Ostrom & Smith, 1993; Edwards, 2003). 
Moreover, economic upturns and downturns affect government actors’ actions (Pierson, 
1996). The last subcategory was the social rules of society. It included legislation, coercive 
isomorphism, and professional influences, among other things, incentivizing performance 
information use. As can be seen from Appendix 2, factors explaining the use of performance 
data were found most in the social rules of the society category. In addition, the importance 
of service users and the political environment to performance information use was 
emphasized in many studies (e.g., Williamson & Snow, 2014).
As subcategories of social pressure, organizational structures and culture can dictate 
the performance information use of an organization. Organizational factors are divided 
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into seven subcategories: task structures (i.e., division of labor in public administration); 
management structures (i.e., plan, budget, measure, analyze, control, manage, and the 
roles and authority required to do these things); the integration of an organization’s 
structures; reforming an organization’s structures; the legitimacy of current organization 
structures; organizational culture; and an organization’s performance results (i.e., input, 
process, output, outcome, productivity, and cost-effectiveness results). The research has 
shown that the organization and its structures affect the information use of its personnel 
(e.g., Mortimer & Lorence, 1979; Chatman, 1989, pp. 459–464; Goh, 2002). Here, 
organizational structure defines how tasks serving the main goal of the formal organization 
are divided among divisions, departments, sections, positions, and jobs. The structure of 
the organization also represents a relationship pattern demonstrating the tasks and roles 
needed in the organization. These tasks and roles require either activities from computers 
or behaviors expected to be performed by members of the organization. As Flamholz (1996, 
p. 116) states:
[R]oles refer to the jobs people occupy in organizations, and to the sets of behavioral 
requirements expected to be performed by people in those jobs. An organization’s 
structure refers to the pattern of arrangements of the sets of jobs comprising the 
organization. Thus, there are two major elements of structure: 1) roles and 2) their 
patterned arrangements in relation to one another.
Overall, the literature review revealed that most drivers of performance information use 
related to organizational structure. In fact, the integration of organizational structures, 
reforming organization structures, the legitimacy of current organization structures, 
as well as current task and management structures included many subcategories driving 
performance information use. This indicates that organizational structure is used in many 
theoretical frameworks and research settings to explain performance information use. 
Many studies have also identified organizational structures as an important factor affecting 
performance information use behavior (e.g., Moynihan, 2005a; Askim, 2007; Kroll, 2015a). 
The level of performance and organizational culture were the last two concepts describing 
the organizational factors affecting use. Past and current performance results as well as 
predicted future performance drove information use. Current performance refers to the 
social, intellectual, and other capital and organizational capacity obtained. In this thesis, 
organizational (sub)culture points to a set of norms, values, and beliefs shared by members 
of the organization. In general, organizational culture influences actions and thinking 
(Van Maanen & Schein, 1979). Organizational culture is established in the ceremonies and 
rituals of clans within the organization (Malmi & Brown, 2008). Trust, peer exchange, and 
staff devotion to evaluating performance information use demonstrated the shared values 
and norms of the personnel affecting group actions. These exemplified the cultural aspects 
associated with performance information use in the literature.
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As performance information use is an organizational habit, it represents organizational 
culture. It can seem circular to explain organizational culture with organizational culture. 
Indeed, many studies have used some form of circular logic when they have stated that 
performance information as a manifestation of organizational culture arises from the 
organizational culture. One is here simply saying that performance information use exists 
because performance information use exists in the culture. The problem with this circular 
logic often arises because organizational culture as a concept is vaguely defined. Thus, the 
definition can include performance information use. Clearly, this is not an ideal approach, 
but luckily, some studies have also explained what aspects of the organizational culture 
drive performance information use, which avoids circular logic. For example, if trust in the 
organizational culture drives performance information use, then we can use trust as part of 
the organizational culture to explain performance information use, which is another part 
of the culture.
When the category of information is the focus, factors incentivizing use relate to features 
of the information, which include form, essence, quality, and quantity of information 
(Rajala, 2019b). Indeed, the form of information can be incorrect according the information 
user. Consequently, the information remains unused (Terhune & Kennedy, 1963). As an 
example, knowledge of a particular event may be used instead of statistical knowledge 
explaining how such events usually occur because statistical information does not interest 
the user (Colarelli et al., 2002). Moreover, sometimes, the information is not used because 
it is either too complex or too simple (Lindblom & Cohen, 1979). Thus, how information 
preserves the complexity or simplicity of real life according to the information user seems 
to be one way to justify information use (e.g., Rajala, 2019b). 
There can be too much information, as shown in studies addressing information overload 
(Speier et al., 1999, p. 339). In information overload, some information remains unused, 
as it is not possible to process all available information (Hahn et al., 1992). Information 
asymmetries describe situations where information is lacking and thus incomplete because 
some data cannot be used, as it is not available to the information user (Akerlof, 1995). Before 
information use occurs, the information needs to be sufficient in quantity to satisfy the 
expectations of information users (e.g., Elliott & Elliott, 2007). Concerning information 
quality, Bingman (2006) notes that improving information quality would lead to more 
accounting information use (see also Boyne et al., 2002). Information as a category had 
more subcategories than the categories of information provider and information channel.
Access to information, effective communication, information brokers, simple reporting, 
and integration problems between information channels were all examples of subcategories 
of information channels. These subcategories as characteristics of information channels 
have been claimed to be capable of influencing performance information use. Similarly, 
auditor expertise, credible information sources, and the ability to take part in information 
production are subcategories of the information provider, and they can boost performance 
information use.
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When reflecting critically on the theoretical framework, it is complicated to separate 
individual attributes from each other. As an example, mental models are embedded 
into demographic variables, such as education and work experience. Mental models also 
connect to power because using power means using mental models on many, if not all, 
instances. In addition, the conceptual separation between context factors and mental 
models is rather artificial. This artificiality becomes evident when one understands that 
information or information systems are also mental models (i.e., knowledge about what 
type of information and information systems exists in the world). If one wants to change 
the information system, it requires changes in mental models concerning what type of 
information systems works best in the world. There are also expectations for information 
and information systems, and these expectations are mental models representing those 
features the information or the information system has when it is considered worth 
using. Individuals also compose mental models from external stakeholders, the political 
environment, the social rule system, organizational performance, organizational structure, 
and culture. For example, the social rule system in the form of laws and regulations is also 
a mental model rendered explicit through legal texts (Rajala et al., 2018). 
However, performance information use is not only attributable to mental models. In 
fact, arguing that mental models are the cause of performance information use or non-
use is difficult because service users, the political environment, the social rule system, 
information providers, information systems, information, and both organizational culture 
and structure can create mental models. Defining the causes of performance information 
use leads to a chicken-and-egg dilemma in which it is difficult to determine whether mental 
models influenced, for example, the social rule system—or was it the other way around? 
Therefore, searching for causes among the factors driving performance information use 
takes scholars and practitioners to debates where the root cause is only a proposition that 
can be infinitely questioned. This endless debate arises from the following premises: Mental 
models and various contextual factors may portray different phenomena, but they are in 
many ways overlapping and intertwined in practice. Although it is useful to know these 
concepts, as they may help to improve performance information use, it still necessary to 
know how these concepts are layered together, no matter what the regression analyses and 
other methods of statistical inference say about the important factors driving performance 
information use. Thus, while testing the theoretical framework, the articles included in this 
thesis attempt also to describe how factors are intertwined.
3.6 Purposes of performance information use as 
competence-related mental models
In the field of public administration and management, many purposes for performance 
information use can be found (de Lancer & Holzer, 2001; Behn, 2003; Melkers & 
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Willoughby, 2005; Van Dooren, 2006; Bouckaert & Halligan, 2008, p. 28–144; Van 
Dooren et al., 2010). Table 1 collects the most typical purposes of performance information 
use seen in past studies. All these purposes in Table 1 are competence-related mental 
models describing how performance information can be used in the managerial or political 
world to do one’s job. As mental models, they can drive performance information use by 
providing examples of how to use performance information. A noteworthy point in Table 
1 is that it does not include purposes for the non-use of performance information, as use 
is considered status quo and a rational act. This lack of purpose for non-use is a shortage 
in the current knowledge that this thesis attempts to remedy by examining how blame 
avoidance as a purpose drives non-use in the public sector. 
Table 1. Purposes of performance information use
Author Purpose(s)
Burchell et al. (1980) Answer, learning, ammunition, and rationalization 
Rossi & Freeman (1985) Instrumental, conceptual, and persuasive use
Johnson (1998) Instrumental, conceptual, process, and symbolic use 
Kirkhart (2000) Instrumental, conceptual, and symbolic use
de Lancer & Holzer (2001)
Decisions, strategic planning, resource allocation, program management, 
monitoring, evaluation, and reporting to internal management, elected 
Behn (2003) Budgeting, controlling, promoting, evaluating, motivating, celebrating, learning, and improving
Melkers & Willoughby (2005)
Reporting, accountability, assessment, evaluation, budgeting, planning, 
oversight activities, managing operations, establishing or changing policies, 
personnel decisions, contracting, benchmarking, and improvement 
Van Dooren (2006)
Resource allocation or budgeting, changing work processes, formulating 
and monitoring contracts, rewarding, strategic planning, communicating, 
reporting, monitoring, motivating, evaluating, reducing duplicate services, 
adopting new program approaches, setting program priorities, cost 
further investigation and action, enabling consumers to make informed 
choices, improving responsiveness to customers, creditor and grantor 
informing, cost accounting, capital management, managerial incentive 
schemes, management by objectives, staff motivation, strategic human 
resource management, clarifying objectives, quality models, sanctioning, 
organizational development, and coordination
Newcomer (2007) Instrumental and conceptual use
Moynihan (2008) Deterministic and interactive use
De Lancer Julnes (2008) Instrumental and non-instrumental use 
Moynihan (2009) Purposeful, passive, political, and perverse use
Hatry (2011) Accountability, budgeting, and improving
Giacomini et al. (2016) Reassuring, ammunition (legitimizing and de-legitimizing), answering, and learning uses
55
4 Research method
Table 2 summarizes the research methods used in this thesis. As one can see from Table 
2, the research method of the thesis is based on pragmatism (e.g., Dewey, 1948; 1920) and 
mixed methods (e.g., Creswell, 2014). According to James (1995), the pragmatic method 
is adopted when the aim is to settle metaphysical disputes that might otherwise remain 
unsolved. This is also the case in this thesis, which is based on the mixed-method approach. 
The pragmatic method states that instrumental value of any claim made in research is 
determined by the practical consequences of that claim (Murphy, 1990). Therefore, this 
study tests theoretical claims in empirical settings to confirm their practical relevance. If 
the methods used in this study lead to the same theoretical conclusions concerning the 
theory addressing the reasons for performance information use and non-use in practice, 
the qualitative and quantitative methods used provide stronger evidence for accepting the 
theory compared to using only the quantitative or qualitative approach. 
The theory proposed in this study has instrumental value in problem-solving. The 
practical consequences of theoretical conclusions, confirmed using qualitative and 
quantitative techniques, are evident in practical problem-solving that attempts to address 
the limited use and non-use of performance information in the public sector. The current 
thesis identified factors driving use and non-use, and it is hoped that the findings will 
assist the development of incentives for performance information use. Therefore, the study 
adopted the perspective of Dewey (1990) who argued that the utility of a theory pertains 
to its problem-solving power. However, the complex framework presented in chapter 
Three may be impractical if it causes a condition known as paralysis by analysis. Paralysis 
by analysis means that the problem identification process takes a long time owing to the 
“chicken and egg” dilemma described in the same chapter Three. The chicken-and-egg 
dilemma makes it challenging for practitioners to determine the reasons associated with 
non-use if it causes infinite regression. Here, paralysis by analysis relates to the difficulty in 
identifying the primary factors in a set of reasons for non-use. Similarly, the “chicken and 
egg” dilemma could also impede the creation of incentives for performance information 
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use because it can be difficult to determine what factors associated with non-use should be 
changed to incentives that would promote use. 
As a philosophical approach in this thesis, pragmatism (adopted from ideas presented 
by Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004):
1. Attempts to find a middle ground between philosophical dogmatism and skepticism
2. Rejects dualism (e.g., rationalism vs. empiricism, subjectivity vs. objectivity, and 
qualitative vs. quantitative) and reductionism (i.e., reducing culture and beliefs to 
nothing more than neurological processes) 
3. Assumes that knowledge is both constructed and based on the experienced reality
4. Accepts that warranted evidence provides answers that are ultimately tentative, but 
eventually, the use of scientific epistemology enables one to get closer to larger truths
5. Endorses fallibilism meaning that research conclusions are rarely, if ever, viewed as 
perfect
6. Sees theories as instrumental (i.e., how well they predict and are applicable in 
practice)
7. Favors theory that informs effective practice
8. Endorses eclecticism and pluralism (e.g., different research methods are useful in 
gaining understanding of the world) 
9. Uses warranted assertability to justify arguments
Indeed, the thesis attempts to find a middle ground between positivism, constructivism, 
and hermeneutics. Therefore, the chosen approach rejects dualism and accepts the notion 
that knowledge is constructed and is based on experienced reality. In this thesis, the 
extensive literature review in the theoretical section of the synthesis relies on the notion 
that scientific epistemology can progress toward larger truths. Simultaneously, warranted 
assertability is used to justify the arguments. This indicates that the conclusions of this 
thesis are not considered perfect, and fallibilism is accepted. Theories in this thesis are 
seen as instrumental, as the theoretical framework created from accounting, economics, 
psychology, and political science well predicts the reasons for performance information 
use and non-use in the field of public administration and management and in the 
articles included in this thesis. The theory explaining performance information use and 
non-use also has practical relevance (e.g., Murphy, 1990), as it helps practitioners to 
understand and develop performance information use in the public sector. The choice to 
use a multidisciplinary approach and mixed methods also demonstrates eclecticism and 
pluralism in the research design. 
This thesis is based on the view that both quantitative and qualitative studies have many 
benefits and costs (e.g., Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004). Although the qualitative approach 
is seen as more appropriate in some situations and the quantitative approach is perceived 
as more suitable in others, putting together the two approaches is seen as the most useful 
approach for this thesis. As a mixed-method approach, this study can be categorized as 
having a partially mixed sequential dominant status design (e.g., Leech & Onwuegbuzie, 
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2009). The thesis is partially mixed, as most parts of it apply only qualitative methods and 
one part applies quantitative methods (e.g., Onwuegbuzie & DaRos-Voseles, 2001). The 
study is sequential because qualitative and quantitative methods are used in a sequential 
rather than congruent manner (Senne & Rikard, 2002). Finally, dominant status refers here 
to the fact that most of this thesis applies qualitative methods, which makes the qualitative 
approach more dominant (e.g., Collins, 2000). To summarize, because the thesis is a mixed-
method approach, it: 
1. Combines different analysis and data collection methods
2. Applies both qualitative and quantitative research designs
3. Utilizes both theoretical and empirical approaches
4. Employs inductive, abductive, and deductive reasoning in different parts of the 
study
5. Operates in cross-sectional and longitudinal settings
6. Uses a variety of sampling methods
The articles in this thesis covered politicians, public managers, private sector actors (i.e., 
resource provider and service producer), third-sector actors, oversight bodies, citizens, and 
media. The studies were conducted in three countries, all in Europe. Subsequently, the 


























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































4.1 Research method in the synthesis
The analysis in the synthesis applies an inductive hermeneutic approach (e.g., Gadamer, 
2004). Studies are investigated by examining one discipline at a time while reflecting on 
how the overall picture changes concerning the factors driving use and non-use. This 
method provides a view of how the knowledge of reasons leading to the use and non-use of 
performance information develops when one moves from one discipline to another. As the 
synthesis also describes the development of understanding over time by comparing results 
from other disciplines to the ones seen in public administration and management, it can 
be defined as a longitudinal study. Indeed, results from accounting, economics, psychology 
and political science were published before the performance information use was studied 
in the public sector. By using a deductive approach, this thesis investigates how each 
article fits into the theoretical framework adopted from past studies and how the overall 
understanding of the reasons for performance information use and non-use changes based 
on the results of the article. The articles that are part of this thesis are also examined one 
by one and in a chronological manner to see how they fit into the theoretical framework.
The theoretical section in the synthesis utilizes a systematic literature review method 
called meta-synthesis (e.g., Walsh & Downe, 2005). A meta-synthesis integrates past 
research results by using qualitative techniques, and it allows the researcher to interpret 
past studies. As a research method, meta-synthesis does not test existing theories. Instead, 
the aim is to generate new theory. This makes meta-synthesis a research approach that 
expands understanding and provides new ways to develop theories addressing performance 
information use (e.g., Onwuegbuzie and Frels, 2016). Subsequently, the search method for 
the systematic literature review is described in detail.
The literature review used three search phrases: performance information use, use of 
performance information, and use performance information. As there can be sentences 
in the literature stating that someone did use performance information, the last search 
phrase was also useful in literature searches. The search procedure focused on accounting, 
economic, and public management/administration studies, as these are the most relevant 
disciplines that address public sector performance management (Van Helden, Johnsen, 
& Vakkuri, 2008). EBSCOHost, Google Scholar, Jstor, and Web of Science were the 
databases where the literature was searched because these databases have been used in 
previous literature reviews on adjacent topics related to performance management (e.g., 
Kroll, 2015a; Mauro et al., 2017). Other parameters limiting the scope of the search results 
were the following:
1. The study must be written in English to avoid translation issues (language limitation).
2. The research should be published between 1985 and 2018, as this covers the NPM 
era according to Mauro et al. (2017) (limited time frame). 
3. The studies should reflect some aspect of performance information use in the 
public sector so it would be possible to compare what various studies state about 
performance information use (limitations on the topic).
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4. The review included studies published as book chapters and research accepted 
in international academic journals and books. Additionally, the word public is 
included in the name of these books or journals (limited sources). As a quality check, 
only peer-reviewed studies were used. Additionally, this thesis did not use quality 
assessment criteria for the studies chosen from international peer-reviewed journals 
(e.g., Tranfield, Denyer, & Smart, 2003). Moreover, the quality of book chapters that 
were peer reviewed was not checked in a systematic way.
To gather the data set from relevant research literature, three search queries were used in 
each database selected for the study. Direct quotations from the selected keywords were 
searched in each search round, while other parameters limiting the scope of the search 
results were used, as explained above. Table 3 shows the search results in each search round 
conducted in different databases.
Table 3. Search rounds and their results
Databases Search rounds
Search one Search two Search three
Google Scholar 430 662 448
EBSCOhost 38 33 16
JSTOR 35 72 57
Web of Science 45 58 28
Total number of hits 548 825 549
As a final screening criterion, a word search in the documents was used to find what is 
being reported in the study about performance information use. Here, word searches were 
used to confirm whether the article contained information on public sector performance 
information use. The word search was an efficient way to screen a huge amount of literature 
that did not focus on performance information use. The word search as a method is also 
reproducible. After removing duplicates and conducting the word search, the number of 
articles forming the data for the theoretical section of the synthesis was 486. As there were 
so many articles addressing performance information use in the public sector, not all the 
studies are referred to in the theoretical section. However, the theoretical overview provided 
aims to cover the views presented in all 486 articles by using few articles to demonstrate 
points made in several other articles not referred to in the text of this thesis. Overall, the 
conducted literature review is considered a population study because all articles meeting 
the chosen criteria were examined and relevant results from these studies were described 
in this thesis by using the investigated research or other research providing similar results.
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4.2 Research methods used in the articles
The first article, “Shifting from Output to Outcome Measurement in Public Administration,” 
was written in collaboration with Jarmo Vakkuri and Harri Laihonen. As the first author, 
I wrote the book chapter; I was also responsible for creating the theoretical framework and 
for the practical and scientific contributions that resulted from the framework. However, 
the chapter was developed from the brainstorming sessions of the three authors. These 
sessions took place before and during the writing process and also during the revision 
stage. The first article utilized an argumentative literature review technique to construct 
contingent arguments incentivizing the use of output indicators while neglecting the use 
of outcome measures. Argumentative literature reviews look at the literature selectively to 
develop a body of literature that establishes an antithesis to the thesis (Kennedy, 2007). 
Criterion sampling was used as the sampling method, as studies with arguments against 
outcome information use were selected because they matched the criteria.
In this study, the arguments generated present a contrarian viewpoint to the advocates 
naming the benefits of outcome information compared to output information. These 
contingent arguments are mental models. The word contingent here indicates that the truth 
value of each created argument is not universal; it is, in fact, contextual. Currently, there 
are many arguments relevant to this study that have been acknowledged by performance 
management scholars (e.g., Smith, 1996). However, previous studies have not attempted 
to systematically and comprehensively gather these arguments to understand why output 
information is preferred over outcome information on some occasions. This theoretical 
article fills this research gap by gathering these dispersed arguments. Literature reviews 
are usually used to map out what we know about the study subject currently, and this 
study maps out arguments encouraging sticking with output measures while resisting the 
adoption of outcome measurement in public administration. Overall, abductive inference 
(Peirce, 1998) and constructivist epistemology (Guba & Lincoln, 1998) describe the research 
approach, because contingent arguments are constructed in the article by the researchers, 
and the truth value of these arguments is more uncertain compared to arguments crafted 
with deductive or inductive inference.
Exploring the challenges of boundary-crossing performance dialogues in hybrids was 
the second article. It aimed to answer the following research question: What challenges are 
faced in a hybrid organization’s boundary-crossing performance dialogues? The method 
of collaboration used by the authors, Tomi Rajala, Jarmo Vakkuri and Harri Laihonen, 
was similar to the one used in the first article of this thesis. Therefore, the theoretical 
framework created inductively in the study was my work, as well as the scientific and 
practical contributions that resulted from the framework.
The research setting was based on a case study approach. An extreme case was chosen, as 
the purpose of the study was to investigate performance dialogues between heterogeneous 
organizations providing very different types of services. The case selection served the theory-
building objective (e.g., Thomas, 2011), as it was anticipated that the chosen hybrid would 
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have many difficulties in arranging a working boundary-crossing performance dialogue 
because the organizations forming the hybrid differed substantially. With the chosen case, 
it was possible to develop the current theory addressing performance dialogue challenges. 
The study could also be described as an instrumental case study that creates a general 
understanding of the problems in conducting boundary-crossing dialogues. The empirical 
data were formed from interviews (n=11) and documents (n=5). One of the documents 
used was secondary data by nature (i.e., the term secondary data here refers to research data 
and the report that were provided by a private company).
Aside from the 11 people who were interviewed, over 100 study subjects were added to 
the second article of this thesis through the use of secondary data from a well-documented 
ethnographic study that assessed the same hybrid organization. This ethnographic study was 
conducted by a private consultation company specializing in field studies, and it involved 
over 100 study objects. The study report by the company contains detailed descriptions 
of the research methods, and it explains the research setting. The report also included 
many quotations that constituted the empirical data set for this study. Our theoretical 
framework was used to interpret the quotations obtained from the private company report 
on the study. According to Johnston (2014), the use of empirical data collected by other 
researchers to meet an alternative research objective is known as secondary data analysis. 
Secondary analysis is a research method that applies the same basic research principles as 
studies that examine primary data. Just like any other research method, secondary data 
analysis involves a number of steps, and the steps followed in this thesis were as follows 
(Johnston, 2014): 
1. The research questions were developed (see the research questions reported in the 
second article of this thesis).
2. The dataset was identified from the webpages of case organizations.
3. The dataset was evaluated according to the following perspectives: (1) The purpose 
of the study, (2) collectors of the data, (3) data types collected, (4) time interval for 
the data collection, (5) methods applied, (6) administration of the primary data 
and (7) consistency between the secondary data and other data collected as primary 
data.
The study objective of the ethnographic study was to understand how a hybrid organization 
affected public services. An evaluation was performed of the work-related well-being of 
personnel at the hybrid organization, and challenges and opportunities were identified 
regarding collaboration between the public, private, and third sector actors. The data 
was collected by the workers of the company. The data collected in autumn of 2017 
included observations about the hybrid organization made by workers of the company, 
written feedback from customers, group interviews with staff, and in-depth interviews 
with customers, staff members, and partners. As research methods, the study utilized 
ethnographic study design and thematic analysis. Parts of the primary data were publicly 
available, and parts were located in the company archives. The data were consistent with 
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the interviews conducted; this finding was supported by triangulation (reported in the 
second article of this thesis).
As a primary data, the second article of this thesis utilized semi-structured interviews 
and internal documents (n = 4) obtained from the organization and the municipality 
that took part in the hybrid. An inductive content analysis was adopted as a qualitative 
analysis method because previous frameworks could not capture in detail the challenges of 
boundary-crossing performance dialogues. Thus, there was a need to create a new analytical 
framework from the empirical data to describe these challenges of boundary-crossing 
performance dialogues. The study was cross-sectional because the attempt is to capture the 
challenges in one time point. Additionally, the aim was not depicting how the challenges 
of boundary-crossing performance dialogues developed over time. The study provided an 
opportunity to test how the theoretical framework developed in the literature review could 
be used as a starting point for the development of new theory. 
The third article in this thesis addressed blame avoidance strategies in governmental 
performance measurement. It used Popper’s (1959) hypothetico-deductive method. The 
article aimed to falsify the universal claim stating the following: Performance measurement 
does not incorporate blame avoidance strategies. Four hypotheses predicting the use 
of a certain blame avoidance strategy in performance measurement were created for the 
hypothetico-deductive method. These are known as falsifying hypotheses according to 
Popper (1959). In this research setting, accepting even one hypothesis would falsify the 
claim that measurement in the public sector does not use blame avoidance strategies. 
Rejecting all four hypotheses would indicate that blame avoidance strategies are not used 
in performance measurement.
Some might argue that the results of the gaming literature do not justify a hypothesis 
that states that performance measurement does not incorporate blame avoidance strategies. 
It is true that, as a phenomenon, gaming addresses blame avoidance, but it also includes 
credit claiming, which differs to blame avoidance. With blame avoidance, an individual 
attempts to minimize blame while in credit claiming the objective is to maximize credits 
(Hood, 2011). Thus, blame avoidance is included in gaming; however, not all aspects of 
gaming can be included in blame avoidance. From this perspective, the gaming literature 
results should be considered when the relevance of the universal claim in the third article 
of this thesis is considered. 
Before the universal claim can be justified, clarification is required on what gaming 
means in the context of performance information design and use. Gaming that relates 
to performance measurement takes two forms. Firstly, gaming is seen in performance 
information use behavior. Secondly, gaming is evident in the measurement design. Gaming 
in terms of information use refers to gaming within an already designed game that has 
a purpose and a set of rules, whereas gaming in terms of performance design constitutes 
gaming in the design of the game. This game could be called an accountability game as 
performance measurement is part of the accountability system and the design of such a 
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system. Gaming in terms of measurement design refers to gaming strategies that are built 
into the performance measures defining rules of the accountability game, whereas gaming 
in terms of performance information use relates to performance information use that 
reflects gaming behavior (Vakkuri & Meklin, 2006). Creative accounting is an example 
of gaming within the accountability game (e.g., Vinnari and Näsi, 2008). Designing an 
accounting system would be example of gaming in the design of the game.
When an accountability game is designed, the rules and purpose of the game are 
established. As accountability systems are designed to punish those who deviate from 
the desired behavior or performance results, it makes little sense to use blame avoidance 
strategies as a design principle when constructing accountability systems and performance 
metrics as part of that system. If blame avoidance is used as the design principle, well-
designed performance measurement in an accountability system, is likely to bring the 
number of opportunities to blame the account giver to zero. If there are zero opportunities 
to blame the account giver, these account givers would not have to use blame avoidance 
strategies during the performance information use stage. As the purpose of accountability 
systems is to make the account giver accountable, it would be counterintuitive to use blame 
avoidance strategies that protect the account giver as a design principle in the performance 
measurement design. If the design of the accountability system and performance 
measurement were not based on blame avoidance strategies, the ability to observe the use 
of blame avoidance strategies in performance information use would be more likely. 
The public administration literature (e.g., Taylor, 2020) has primarily focused on blame 
avoidance strategies in performance information use (i.e., gaming after the adoption of 
measurements), which indicates that blame avoidance strategies are not design principles 
in accountability systems that are based on performance measurement. This justifies the 
universal claim that performance measurement does not incorporate blame avoidance 
strategies. However, blame avoidance and gaming literature provide justification for the 
falsifying hypotheses. As the main claim can be justified by using accountability theories 
and falsifying hypotheses can be justified with gaming theory, it is evident that these 
theories provide contradictive ideas about human behavior in measurement design. The 
article three attempts to understand what theories better explain behavior in performance 
measurement design.
The case study in article three utilizes productivity data from 2006–2012 acquired 
from Statistics Finland. Over 1,900 data points that showed work or total productivity 
values in central government were collected. In addition, national news articles (n = 112), 
webpages (n = 10), and documents (n = 135) from central government agencies were used 
as the empirical data. The research subject was chosen because the chosen productivity 
measurement methods in the statistics were criticized by the National Audit Office of 
Finland (2011). The productivity results also generated public blame at the micro, meso, 
and macro levels. The micro level refers to individual central government agencies (n = 271), 
whereas the meso level reflects the aggregate data that demonstrate the productivity of an 
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administrative sector (n = 11). Here, the total productivity of central government was the 
sum of the productivity values of the central government agencies and this sum is called as 
macro level in productivity statistics. Theoretical sampling was chosen because the case was 
selected owing to its theoretical relevance. 
Overall, the empirical data collected from the study subjects provided a comprehensive 
view of the blame avoidance strategies used at the micro, meso, and macro levels in central 
government. This added the central government as empirical context to the research setting 
of this thesis. Investigating productivity information use is especially valuable as there is 
a scarcity of research on productivity information use in central government owing to 
difficulties measuring its productivity. The coverage of different administrative sectors and 
their blame avoidance strategies in performance information use also meant that different 
service sectors (i.e., judicial and financial services, traffic and communication services, 
social and health services, environmental and technical services, education and cultural 
services, services related to agriculture and forestry, governmental research institutes, 
foreign policy, public security and safety, and national defense) were included in this 
academic dissertation.
In the third article, content analysis was used as an analytical method. In content analysis, 
descriptions of blame avoidance behavior described in the four theoretical hypotheses 
operate as coding categories, and empirical data are coded accordingly. The coding aims to 
locate public actors’ actions that can be identified as blame avoidance behavior. The content 
analysis was based on a positivist approach because hypotheses suggesting the use of blame 
avoidance were derived from theory and proven with a rigorous method to be accurate 
in the examined case. By using quotations and empirical examples, the analysis becomes 
reproducible and transparent to the reader, which makes the method rigorous.
In the fourth article, called “Numerical Performance Information in Presidential 
Rhetoric,” the purpose was to observe how two sitting presidents use numerical performance 
information in their speeches. The empirical data consisted of 35 public speeches given 
by the president of Lithuania and 85 by the president of Estonia. These presidents were 
chosen because they were considered similar as possible. However, it is possible that the 
speeches that were evaluated were written by political advisors or speech writers or in 
collaboration with different ministries. A limitation of the current study was that it did 
not collect any data on who wrote the speeches, which created problems understanding 
the relationship between performance information use, the personal attributes of the 
presidents, and the speech context. This limitation revealed a general problem in relation to 
observational studies, namely the difficulty of researchers having definitive knowledge of 
the author of the public statements given by public managers, politicians, or citizens. This 
makes it problematic to identify who is being observed during the delivery of speeches. 
The matter becomes even more complicated when the speeches contain ideas adopted from 
other people. This presents problems with whether the messenger giving the speech or 
the original source of the information is being monitored. To be sure, the entire speech 
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writing process must be monitored, and it is important to determine whether the written 
speech is the same as that delivered at the public event and whose ideas are presented in 
it. As the current study did not monitor the writing process, caution is advised with the 
interpretation of the results.
The study concentrates on politicians’ performance information use in mass 
communication. The topics in public speeches ranged from legal matters to foreign and 
domestic policy issues. Examining these speeches provides an opportunity to produce 
new knowledge on how performance information use in rhetoric appears in diverse policy 
contexts. The empirical data were analyzed using quantitative and qualitative content 
analysis techniques. Both manual and computer coding were used as numbers were 
searched from speeches by the computer while manual coding as a qualitative analysis 
method coded the numbers found to disparate performance information use categories. 
In the quantitative analysis, descriptive statistics and statistical tests were used to test the 
hypotheses created in the research. The study was cross-sectional by nature, as it focused 
on the difference between presidents in certain time frames. The study did not describe 
how the presidents’ performance information use developed in time and in relation to one 
another. The study was based on inductive inference, as it generated novel theory from the 
empirical data. There also were no previous theories explaining presidential performance 
information use in rhetoric. The research design builds on a positivist approach that utilizes 
hypotheses and statistical methods.
An extensive literature review involving 486 studies was performed, and the empirical 
evidence obtained from these studies was determined to be the optimal available method 
for mapping a current understanding of the drivers of performance information use. The 
ability to gain a similar understanding through empirical studies conducted in different 
parts of the world would require an army of researchers to conduct original research to 
match the studies that were conducted before this dissertation and included in the literature 
review in chapter Three of this thesis. This would also require an extensive timeframe. 
Thus, the use of a literature review was a shortcut to achieving the overview of the drivers 
of performance information use needed to construct the holistic framework. Similarly, 
an argumentative literature review is a rapid way of testing the holistic framework in one 
problematic area of performance management. The challenges involved in establishing 
outcome-oriented public management in different countries are documented in the 410 
evaluated articles, and this provided an interesting and comprehensive context in which 
to examine the different aspects of the theoretical framework created for this thesis. The 
examined articles were written in the time interval ranging from 1960 to 2017. In the 
introduction, the author of this thesis emphasized the importance of having knowledge of 
past theories on the topic before conducting an empirical study. As is evident, this approach 
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was incorporated in the research design of this thesis and tested with a view to confirming 
the usefulness of the recommended practice.
To develop new subcategories for the created theoretical framework, interviews were 
adopted as the type of challenges that would be encountered with performance information 
use in a hybrid organization were unclear beforehand. Observations are a less flexible way 
of exploring unknown challenges as there is no way of directing the study subject to an 
interesting topic. Surveys were ruled out as they require prior knowledge of the challenges. 
The content analysis of performance measurement design is a reliable way of investigating 
blame avoidance strategies built into performance measures provided that data are available 
on what the measure quantifies. This approach identifies which blame avoidance strategies 
are incorporated in the designed productivity measures. However, to determine whether 
blame avoidance is intentional in performance measurement design, being involved in the 
measurement design is recommended as it would be difficult to obtain confirmation that 
the measures were designed to limit blaming opportunities. 
The observation of presidential speeches is another way to test the framework because 
a solid theoretical framework is able to provide relevant theoretical predictions in different 
contexts and research settings. Studying the influence of demographic factors, power, 
social pressure, organizational structure, and information is possible when considering 
the examined speech; however, mental models, information providers, and information 
systems that drive information use cannot be usually determined comprehensively by 
observing speeches. Thus, the theoretical framework cannot be fully tested by examining 
speeches because the researcher cannot influence its content. In general, speeches might 
reveal something about mental models, information providers, and information systems; 
however, in the current study, they did not reveal enough. Nevertheless, the framework 
provided many different perspectives on the speeches although the researchers did not have 
control over their contents.
Other data collection methods, such as surveys, were used in other studies (e.g., 
Hammerschmid et al., 2013) to assess factors included in framework created in this thesis, 
which indicates that various data collection methods are compatible with it. However, this 
study did not use a survey as there are several such studies in the literature. Similarly, the 
thesis tests the applicability of the framework to theoretical and empirical studies that 
utilize a diverse set of analysis methods. A pluralistic approach is able to determine the 
versatility of the framework. Past studies have utilized various research approaches; thus, 
pluralism was deemed to be an invaluable approach to testing a framework, as well as being 
in line with the research tradition.
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5 Shifting from output to outcome measurement 
in public administration: Arguments revisited
The first research article in this thesis is called “Shifting from Output to Outcome 
Measurement in Public Administration—Arguments Revisited.” This article was a book 
chapter addressing mental models that drive the use of output information in public 
administration while motivating the information user to ignore data on outcomes. The 
main idea behind this article was to demonstrate how the non-use of outcome information 
can occur because mental models favor the use of output information over outcome 
information (e.g., Carlin & Guthrie, 2003; Bandy, 2011). The attempt was also to show how 
certain types of performance information can be used because they have more value to the 
performance information user than another type of performance information left unused. 
In a world with limited time and resources (e.g., Kristensen et al., 2002), the information 
user cannot always examine all information. Therefore, it becomes essential to evaluate 
what information is more valuable than other information to the information user. The 
chapter shows that performance information users can have a hierarchy of performance 
information in divergent decision-making situations. At the top of the performance 
information hierarchy is performance information that is most likely to be used in decision 
making, whereas at the bottom of the performance information hierarchy is information 
about performance that is least likely to be used. Thus, the mental model describing the 
hierarchy of performance information can explain why the non-use and use of performance 
information exists in the public sector.
The focus of this study was two performance information user groups: public managers 
and politicians. As a contribution, the article found a complex network of interrelated 
contingent arguments that may influence the performance information user’s motivation 
to use output information while neglecting the use of outcome information. Mental models 
on information need, loss aversion, controllability of results or information, nature of 
outputs or outcomes, pressure for legitimacy, conflict orientation, and information systems 
can explain why outcome information is neglected while output information is used. These 
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results fit well into the theoretical framework created in the systematic literature review 
segment of this thesis and broaden it by showing new attitudinal, competence-related, 
and motivational mental models supporting the use of output information and inhibiting 
the use of outcome information. Moreover, arguments including information need and 
information systems show how the concepts of information and information system are 
embedded into mental models. Pressure for legitimacy and conflict orientation in the 
organization demonstrate how external stakeholders and organizational culture can be 
incorporated into mental models. The points made about loss aversion and performance 
measurement over organizational boundaries demonstrate how mental models inhibiting 
or promoting use can include an organization’s performance and organization structures 
as concepts.
The article did not assume that all the above-mentioned arguments as mental models 
are present or assessed at the point of performance information use. Instead, it is probable 
that the performance information user, according to the argument made in the article, 
does not consider some of these arguments at all. If at least one of these mental models 
is acknowledged and considered by performance information users, outcome information 
use may be inhibited, and output information is used. The article also claimed that all of 
these contingent arguments can be valued differently by various performance information 
users, and this valuing most likely varies among situations where performance information 
becomes relevant and the decision to use output or outcome information may deviate from 
the decision made purely based on weighting and calculating all the arguments, either 
favoring or opposing output or outcome information use. 
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6 Exploring the challenges of boundary-
crossing performance dialogues
The second article in this thesis aimed to explore and map out the challenges of boundary-
crossing performance dialogue in a case organization that can be described as a hybrid 
organization. As dialogues are often used to transform conflicts into cooperation, 
the organizational disparities causing conflicts in hybrid organizations’ performance 
management can be dealt with using boundary-crossing performance dialogues. 
Boundary-crossing performance dialogues are understood here as performance management 
conversations among agents employed by public- and private-sector organizations forming 
the hybrid (e.g., Rajala and Laihonen, 2019). Performance dialogue as a concept points 
to situations where “participants jointly interpret performance information and discuss 
it while identifying the actions needed to manage the performance according to this 
information” (Rajala et al., 2018). 
As a concept, performance dialogue has more extensions than, its predecessor, a learning 
forum (e.g., Moynihan, 2005a). A learning forum, a type of performance dialogue, is a 
concept that was proposed by Moynihan (2005a). However, although there are many types 
of performance dialogue other than learning forums, they have not been addressed in the 
literature. As the concept of a learning forum is rather normative and describes the features 
of successful dialogue about performance, the idea was to create an “umbrella” concept that 
pertains to different types of dialogue and is based on performance information (Rajala 
& Laihonen, 2019). The “umbrella” concept was termed “performance dialogue” (e.g., 
Laihonen & Mäntylä, 2017). Moynihan (2005a) did not use this concept nor the definition 
of performance dialogue, but Pollitt and Bouckaert (2011) used the term performance 
dialogue although they did not define it.
By exploring the problems of boundary-crossing performance dialogues arising from 
mental models, motivation, power, information, information systems, organizational 
structure, and organizational culture, the article provided valuable insights on drivers 
of performance information non-use in hybrid organizations. Accordingly, the study 
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identified relationships between inter-organizational factors that caused difficulties for 
performance information use in boundary-crossing performance dialogues. The study was 
meant to test more comprehensively the theoretical framework generated in the literature 
review section. The results were promising, as the framework provided fertile starting 
ground for the development of new theory. This new theory was in line with the theoretical 
framework but expanded its application to a hybrid context. The hybrid context added new 
theoretical dimensions to the framework, as follows:
1. Language barriers between member organizations (problems with competence-
related mental models describing how language works)
2. Conflicting mindsets of member organizations (competence-related mental models 
that relate to what type of activities the hybrid should do)
3. Lack of inter-organizational sanction systems (motivational mental models)
4. Lack of interest in other member organizations (motivational mental models)
5. Powerlessness of member organizations (power)
6. Member organizations as information system silos (information system)
7. Inability to aggregate member organization data (information)
8. Clashes of organizational cultures (organizational culture)
9. Prevailing culture among member organizations (organizational culture)
10. Inter-organizational territorialism (organizational structure)
11. Representative lineup rotation in boundary-crossing performance dialogues 
(organizational structure)
12. Incompatible tasks of member organizations (organizational structure)
These 12 inter-organizational factors were harmful to performance information use because 
they hampered open and respectful communication of views on measured performance 
results. Lack of open and respectful communication inhibited innovation, limited 
learning, and hindered knowledge-sharing potential, which was embedded in boundary-
crossing performance dialogues. Overall, the interorganizational factors causing challenges 
in boundary-crossing performance dialogues provided reasons for the non-use and limited 
use of performance information in the examined hybrid. The developed content analysis 
method can be used in future studies investigating non-use in hybrids. Thus, the study 
provided methodological contributions.
73
7 Blame avoidance strategies in governmental 
performance measurement
The article explored blame avoidance strategies in performance measurement systems to 
understand how performance information can be used to avoid blame. Using measures to 
avoid blame can make blame avoidance a purpose that drives performance information use. 
By nature, this purpose is a competence-related mental model. This adds blame avoidance 
to the purposes of performance information use. By doing so, the article expands the 
theoretical framework created in the literature review into new dimensions. The article 
also showed how blame avoidance as a purpose that drives performance information use 
leads to the non-use of performance information. As a methodological contribution, the 
study demonstrated new ways to investigate how blame-avoidance strategies utilized in 
performance measures affected performance information use.
The following research question was used in this article: How can blame avoidance 
strategies be embedded in performance measurement? The results of the article showed the 
use of four blame avoidance strategies in performance measurement. Such results indicate 
that produced performance information can be used for blame-avoidance purposes if it is 
designed in the right way. 
According to the first finding, the studied performance measure applied the strategy 
called herding when the central government calculated one productivity figure for the 
whole government by aggregating measures of multiple agencies operating under the 
government while not reporting the productivity numbers of these agencies separately. 
This strategy reduces the use of agency-level performance information among citizens and 
the media. The second result demonstrated that the measurement design was based on 
reorganization, in which the productivity measures’ content was constantly reorganized 
by the government. The constant reorganization can contribute to low use, as performance 
information users, such as citizens and the media, cannot track development in time. They 
must constantly update their knowledge on the used performance measures. 
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As a third result, the study found that the government gave different performance 
information to external citizens and public sector actors while hiding evaluation techniques 
and calculations from the public. Information not given to citizens or the media is 
quarantined to remain un-used. Thus, this provides reasons for the non-use of performance 
information. Last, the article found that criticized performance measures revealing poor 
results were terminated by the government. The termination of measures made it difficult 
to use of already collected performance information from the central government agencies 
because there is no-one actively using the collected data in Statistic Finland and the 
data can be obtained only by paying a service fee. This finding demonstrates that blame 
avoidance can be one reason driving the non-use of performance information. Cutting 
human resources that are used to disseminate the collected data is one way to limit the 
performance information use.
The general assumption is that performance measures are utilized for holding someone 
accountable (Behn, 2003). However, in this study, performance measures enabled blame 
avoidance although productivity measurement in Finland was used for accountability 
purposes. The public pressure for government productivity also related to performance 
measures incorporating blame avoidance strategies. Productivity was a very appealing 
notion in Finnish politics. Its importance was emphasized in the eyes of politicians and the 
public. Because the Finnish central government terminated productivity statistics while 
many other performance measures remained intact, the study’s results are in line with 
research showing that blame avoidance strategies may be more prevalent in some policy 
areas compared with others (Johnsen, 2012; Nicholson-Crotty et al., 2006; 2017). This 
indicates that social pressures can significantly influence performance information use. 
This is in line with the theoretical framework created in the literature review of this thesis. 
Blame avoidance as a mental model driving performance information use and non-use 
embedded ideas concerning stakeholder pressures, political environment, social rules of 
society, organizational structure and culture, organizational performance, and demographic 
variables as a form of individual attributes (see appendixes 1−7). Mental models on blame 
avoidance influenced use and non-use and were based on the following ideas:
1. Stakeholders with a negativity bias are looking for blameworthy actions (negativity 
bias is considered an attitudinal mental model, and it promotes better accountability 
and stakeholder pressure is considered a contextual factor placed under social rules 
of society)
2. Political conflicts get fuel from poor performance (political environment and 
performance results as contextual factors)
3. Performance information can be reorganized (reforming organizational structures 
as contextual factors)
4. Information and information systems can be made to change constantly (information 
and information channels as contextual factors)
5. Performance culture uses performance information for accountability purposes 
(organizational culture as a contextual factor).
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These mental models describing how blame avoidance is incorporated into governmental 
performance measures provided fruitful examples on how mental models interacted with 
other factors, such as political environment and reforming organizational structures, 
affecting performance information use, and how these other factors were seen in mental 
models. This thesis analyzed the results of this article in a hermeneutic manner and 
demonstrated the interaction  between the parts of theory and the whole theoretical 
framework presented in the literature review section of this thesis.
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8 Numerical performance information in presidential 
rhetoric—comparing Estonia and Lithuania
The article studied the numerical performance information use in the rhetoric of two 
presidents, Dalia Grybauskaitė (Lithuania) and Kersti Kaljulaid (Estonia). The last article 
focused on age, education, gender, work experience, power, political context, speech 
context, speech length, and economic environment. The previous three articles did not 
focus on these factors driving use, which made the fourth article essential to the testing 
of the theoretical framework describing reasons for performance information use and 
non-use. From the tested factors associated with performance information use, speech 
length was a new factor driving performance information use which past studies have not 
investigated. As the objective was to assess the use of performance information by two 
sitting presidents, the study results cannot be generalized. Therefore, the results were 
preliminary and described the study objects and their use, not presidents in general. The 
results of the study offer hypotheses for future studies. The hypotheses are presented after 
the overview in which the primary results are explained.
After qualitative and quantitative content analysis, the study found frequent and 
extensive use of performance information while outcome information was the most used 
information type. For presidents conducting economic leadership, outcome information may 
be useful because it describes the state of the nation with indicators capturing socioeconomic 
development and well-being. Middle-aged female presidents with backgrounds in financial 
management and economics were active performance information users according to the 
results of the study. The examined presidents also operated in a similar political context with 
the same type of constitutional powers. These associations between individual attributes 
of the presidents, political context, and performance information use both support and 
contradict past findings. For example, it has been argued that political conflict increases 
performance information use (Askim, 2009). This argument was supported by the results 
of this article. However, research has linked higher age and education to low use (Askim, 
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2009), while this study provided contradictive results by associating frequent and extensive 
performance information use with high age and education levels. 
According to the article, the examined presidents of Lithuania and Estonia also differed 
concerning performance information use despite their similar individual and contextual 
characteristics. The indication of this is that the level of similarity between the presidents 
was not adequate, and distinctions in individual characteristics relate to the dissimilarities 
found in performance information use. Longer political career, different professional 
career, older age, and higher education as demographic attributes were associated with 
lower use in this study. Of course, it is also possible that distinctions in contextual factors, 
such as economic development, political conditions, and socio-demographic aspects, can 
explain why the two presidents used performance information differently. 
The article also demonstrated how there were significant disparities within performance 
information use categorized as extensive. This highlights that it might be important to 
use sensitive measurement techniques that can spot these kinds of differences. When the 
speech length was controlled, some variations vanished, while others remained. In general, 
performance information use correlated with speech length in both presidents’ speeches. 
By sampling the most common words used in the English language and calculating this 
ratio between numbers and other words, the article demonstrated that the ratio between 
numbers and other words in the English language is fairly constant, which would indicate 
the following: More numbers in speeches would mean more words in public talks. 
The research evidence in the article supported the already-established idea that 
performance information use can vary depending on the use context and users (e.g., 
Johansson & Siverbo, 2009; Giacomini et al., 2016). According to the article, performance 
information is being used more in conference contexts than ceremonies when the two 
presidents were observed separately. This study proposes the addition of the speech context, 
a new contextual factor, to the theoretical framework used in this thesis. Under the category 
of the speech context, divergent types of context incentivize use or non-use of performance 
information. However, perceived dissimilarities in performance information use between 
the presidents could not be explained by the speech context as these dissimilarities existed 
even after the speech context was controlled. Speech length explained some of these 
differences. The findings of the article suggest that performance information use models 
should consider the inclusion of speech length as important variables capable of influencing 
use. Overall, when combining the results of article three and those of past studies, the 
following hypotheses were formulated:
H1: Presidents focus on outcome information more than other types of performance 
information;
H2: Presidents are active users of performance information;
H3: Higher education is associated with high performance information use when 
education relates to economics or business studies;
H4: Longer political career is associated with lower performance information use;
H5: Higher education relates to lower performance information use;
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H6: Higher age relates to lower performance information use;
H7: Females are more active performance information users than males; 
H8: Performance information is used less in ceremonies than lectures and conferences;
and
H9: Speech length correlates with performance information use.
The fourth article of the dissertation suggests useful novel research methods useful to 
future research that evaluates factors that drive performance information use. For example, 
the study suggested the use of conceptual frameworks that would enable an evaluation of 
performance information use intensity in the written and spoken language. Moreover, the 
study developed three methods to study the intensity of use. With the first proposed method, 
it was possible to examine how many of the speeches included performance information to 
determine intensity. According to the second method, intensity of use can be identified by 
observing the extent to which the speeches’ content comprised performance information. 
The third method was used to examine whether certain types of performance information 
were utilized more frequently than others. 
The way intensity is measured affects an individual’s perception of the factors that 
drive high performance information use, for example. Thus, evaluating the intensity 
of performance information use should be considered when examining the factors that 
elucidate performance information use. It seems that most of the studies in the field that 
used surveys left it to the respondents to define the intensity or frequent use of performance 
information. As this article showed, it is not easy to define intensity of use. This may have 
affected the results of past surveys and therefore our current understanding of factors 
that explain performance information use. However, the interpretative frameworks for 
performance information use intensity suggested in this article were not intended to be 
normative as the definitions in the frameworks were debatable. Instead, the frameworks 
can be used to initiate conversations on the topic and address the definition of the intensity 
of performance information use. This type of conversation is much needed in the field of 
study on factors that incentivize performance information use, especially since the current 
research provided very few concrete definitions of high- or low-performance information 
use (see, e.g., Sterck & Scheers, 2006; Raudla, 2012; Buylen & Christiaens, 2016). 
As a second methodological contribution, this article developed measurement methods 
to perform a comparison of performance information use by two actors. With these 
methods, future research can compare two actors in terms of the performance information 
used, how information is used in terms of intensity, and how its use is explained. The article 
also suggested an analytical model developed to utilize Student’s t-test, Fisher’s exact test, 
the χ2 test, and the Kruskal–Wallis H test to compare the performance information use of 
two speakers. As the study only evaluated two presidents, further testing is warranted in 
future studies to validate the findings.
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9 Conclusion and discussion
This thesis attempted to answer the following research question: What reasons stimulate 
the use and non-use of public sector performance information? To provide an answer to this 
research question, a scoping literature review on the reasons for information use in the fields 
of accounting, economics, psychology, and political science was conducted. Moreover, a 
systematic literature review (e.g., Mauro et al., 2017) focusing on performance information 
use in the field of public administration and management was performed. The goal of these 
reviews was to categorize past findings under several new umbrella concepts that could be 
tested in the research articles. As a result, the thesis created a novel theoretical framework 
describing the factors motivating the use and non-use of performance information (see 
appendixes 1–7 or the list in pages 29–30). The umbrella concepts describing factors 
driving use and non-use were the following: demographic attributes (e.g., Askim, 2007), 
mental models (e.g., Kroll, 2015a), power (e.g., Cavalluzzo & Ittner, 2004), social pressures 
(Raudla, 2015), information provider (e.g., Pollitt, 2006), information channel (e.g., Rajala 
et al., 2018), and information (e.g., Lu et al., 2015).
The theoretical framework resulted from an interdisciplinary approach that utilized 
research on accounting (e.g., Chewning & Harrell, 1999), economics (e.g., Akerlof, 1995), 
psychology (e.g., Taber & Lodge, 2006), political science (e.g., Weaver, 1986), and public 
administration and management (e.g., van Dooren, 2006). It also provided an answer to 
the first sub-question, as follows: How does an interdisciplinary perspective help one to 
understand the reasons for performance information use in the field of public administration 
and performance management? The thesis found that reasons seen in other disciplines 
(e.g., Jones & Dewing, 1997; Epley & Gilovich, 2016; Watkins & Terrell, 1988; Calvert, 
2013) covered well the findings in the field of public administration and management and 
operated as umbrella concepts presented above. However, the public administration and 
management studies provided more in-depth insights to performance information use and 
non-use because they supplied several subcategories to the umbrella concepts found, such 
as mental models.
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The presented theoretical framework proposes changes to concepts used in past 
research and to their content. For example, research has used various concepts when 
individual attributes have been addressed (e.g., Saliterer & Korac, 2014; Charbonneau & 
Nayer, 2012; Andrews, 2006). This study suggests that these concepts used in the literature 
fall under three umbrella concepts: demographic attributes, mental models, and power. 
Similarly, past studies talk about various contextual factors (e.g., Bourdeaux, 2006; 
Moynihan & Hawes, 2012; Abdel-Maksoud et al., 2015). However, here, it is argued that 
all these contextual factors can be placed under four umbrella concepts: social pressures 
(e.g., external environment, organizational factors) information provider, information 
channel, and information. All four articles of this article dissertation provided support for 
the theoretical framework generated in this thesis and demonstrated that it is applicable 
to three empirical settings and one theoretical study. Thus, it can be used in theoretical 
developments. Moreover, the performance information use of politicians, oversight bodies, 
public managers, private-sector and third-sector actors, service producers, donors of funds, 
citizens, and the media could be studied using this theoretical framework as a starting 
point, providing options and possibilities for what to study. The theoretical framework was 
also tested in different policy sectors (i.e., healthcare, social care, education and technical 
services). This synthesis also tried to understand what more can be known from the 
theoretical framework describing reasons to use performance information based on the 
articles presented in the synthesis.
 The main implication of the study and its results can be summarized in one argument 
that also answers the second research sub-question asking what the characteristics would 
be for a more holistic theory of performance information use and non-use in the field of 
public administration and management. According to this argument, it is possible to create 
a more holistic theory from the factors driving performance information use, as the current 
theory is underdeveloped in the field of public administration and management because:
1. The coverage of important factors explaining use is lacking in the research
2. The ambiguity relating to factors driving use and non-use is mostly ignored
3. How factors are conceptually embedded into each other or relate to one another is 
largely neglected
4. A theory of non-use is generally missing
9.1 The coverage of important factors
The theoretical frameworks in past studies have been selective in terms of what possible 
drivers of performance information have been included and excluded (e.g., Askim, 2009; 
Lu & Willoughby, 2015; Rajala et al., 2018). Comparing the results of this study (see 
appendix 1−7) to the past theories (e.g., Moynihan & Lavertu, 2012; Buylen & Christiaens, 
2016; Jorge et al., 2016) reveals that some individual attributes (i.e., power, different mental 
models, and demographic attributes) and/or some of the aspects from the context use (i.e., 
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social pressures, organizational performance, information provider, information channel, 
and information) have been neglected. Theories have been lacking (e.g., Bourdeaux, 2006; 
Ho, 2011) because they have not been based on such an extensive literature review as the 
framework introduced here. Thus, the theoretical framework presented in this thesis is more 
comprehensive than its predecessors (e.g., Dull, 2009; Raudla, 2012), and it challenges the 
validity of the previous theoretical models (e.g., Askim, 2009; Bjørnholt et al., 2016) that 
have more caveats in their coverage of important factors affecting use. The exclusion of even 
a single important factor from the study design substantially increases the risk of omitted 
variable bias; similarly, limiting the focus to a few key factors, for the sake of precision, is 
associated with the danger of describing a false picture in detail. Indeed, the introduction 
of omitted factors could have altered the results in past studies (e.g., Hammerschmid et 
al., 2013; Kroll, 2015b). Uncertainty over the meaning of past results is unfortunate as it 
is possible to measure the effects of demographic attributes, mental models, power, social 
pressure, performance information providers, channels, and quality of performance 
information in one study. The measurement does not have to capture all aspects of, for 
example, the mental models, but it would be good to consider at least one relevant mental 
model in the study design.
The omission of variables is difficult to avoid, and this frequently occurs in research 
design. Nonetheless, acknowledging this does not mean that omitted variables should be 
ignored. Instead, existence of omitted variables emphasizes the logic of research design 
(Clarke, 2005). In research design, natural experiments could be preferred, and the omitted 
variables could be taken into consideration during the sampling phase (Hanushek and 
Jackson, 1977). When applying data collection methods, dynamic survey forms could be 
designed that enable the respondents to name, for example, the type of social pressure that 
affected their use of performance information; the analysis could achieve depth similar to 
that seen in current studies.
Other advice, given in relation to past findings, is to test broad theories in narrow, 
focused, and controlled circumstances (Clarke, 2005). According to Rosenbaum (1999), 
broad theories are useful as they are able to make predictions across different contexts. In line 
with this thinking, the current thesis argued that studies, even small or mid-range studies, 
should attempt to measure or at least consider in their research design how performance 
information use is affected by the following factors: demographic attributes, mental 
models, power, information providers, information channels, features of information, and 
social pressure. If consensus is lacking among scholars that the factors presented in this 
dissertation are conceptually and theoretically important, then at least serious discussions 
can be held regarding the theory of performance information use. The creation of a theory 
based on the current theoretical hypotheses would provide a common reference point in 
the field so that the results in different contexts could be reflected. 
The present studies are theoretically interesting, but at the same time, they are often 
very disconnected from the theoretical perspective. This thesis was one attempt to start 
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the discussions about the broad theory of performance information use that will provide 
testable predictions in different parts of the world. Here, the theoretical framework 
proposed in this thesis is a suggestion for a broad theory of performance information use. 
More debate on the topic is warranted in future so that the ideas presented here can be 
validated.
To move away from overly simplistic theories that are lacking in terms of coverage, 
the theoretical framework presented in this study is a step forward because it covers the 
findings from past studies (see appendixes 1−7) while expanding the current theoretical 
understanding to new research areas. The articles attempted to further develop and enrich 
the understanding of the theoretical framework by providing more nuanced information 
to already identified factors (e.g., motivational mental models) or expanding the framework 
to new dimensions by introducing new factors, such as mental models on blame avoidance. 
The proposed theoretical framework provides a point of reference for performance 
information use studies because it helps scholars to locate key concepts (i.e., factors that 
drive use) and assists critical studies to address relevant topics. To illustrate the implications 
of common reference point, let us consider academics who conduct small-scale studies and 
wish to focus on the role of organizational factors in performance information use. The 
theoretical framework proposed in this thesis could reveal to scholars operating in the 
micro context that other studies have investigated variations in performance information 
use related to task structures (e.g., Rabovsky, 2014), management structures (e.g., 
Charbonneau & Bellavance, 2015), the integration of structures (Jääskeläinen & Roitto, 
2014), reformed structures (Kloot, 1999), and the legitimacy of structures (Poister & Streit, 
1999). The framework also demonstrates that it would be useful to consider other factors 
when studying the role of organizational factors in performance information use, such 
as mental model and power. Through familiarization with the framework and its ideas, 
scholars performing micro research can aggregate the research results and accumulate 
their knowledge after taking into consideration seven categories (i.e., demographic factors, 
mental models, power, social pressure, information providers, information channels, and 
features of information). Specifically, the framework could help to identify the research 
traditions to which scholars conducting small-scale research on the topic of performance 
information use are contributing.
With respect to word limits in books and academic journals and problems in theoretical 
coverage caused by the limits, the establishment of a theory of performance information 
use as a common reference point could free up space for other issues to be addressed in 
studies because this would lessen the need to justify each theory used in a particular 
study. Other scholars could conduct extensive literature reviews on the topic to provide 
counterarguments to the proposed theoretical framework. Literature reviews are useful for 
mitigating the challenges of word limits as they gather together what is already known, and 
scholars can easily refer to the literature reviews. They also enlighten scholars operating in 
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the field by summarizing a vast amount of literature and creating a common understanding 
of results in the field.
For practitioners, the theoretical framework is an archive of possible drivers of 
performance information use and non-use. This archive of drivers can be used to find ideas 
concerning how to increase performance information use in the organization, or it can be 
used to stimulate non-use if this is desired for some reason. However, the conceptual work 
remains far from ready. Future studies could further develop the concept system by adding 
levels of hierarchy below the current ones and by examining the conceptual relationships 
between factors. 
9.2 Ambiguity in factors driving performance information use
The research process in this thesis showed how complex and ambiguous the umbrella 
concepts, such as mental models, social pressures, and information, are in terms of content 
(see appendixes 1−7). Indeed, academic scholars have addressed many types of things that 
can be placed under the umbrella concepts (e.g., Charbonneau & Nayer, 2012; Saliterer 
& Korac, 2014). This demonstrates ambiguity. The ambiguity itself has consequences for 
research results. For example, even if scholars have defined their concepts clearly in studies 
(e.g., Saliterer & Korac, 2013), it is still questionable whether the interviewed persons or 
survey responders understand the concepts similarly given the complexity and ambiguity 
of the concepts. As an example, it is far from certain that scholars and practitioners are 
talking about the same aspects of organizational structures when they address how such 
structures influence performance information use (e.g., Kroll, 2015a). Survey respondents 
can understand, for instance, organizational structures in multiple ways, as scholars have 
also understood the concept in various ways (see appendix 3–5 to see how scholars have 
approached organizational structures in their research). This raises the difficult question of 
what has been actually said when a scholar or practitioner is reporting that organizational 
structures do or do not affect performance information use. Are all the different notions 
of organization structure affecting the use or not according the respondent or scholar 
reporting the results? Again, ambiguity is very much present in factors driving performance 
information use and should be considered if the attempt is to create more holistic theory on 
performance information use.
The conceptual complexity and ambiguity are something that past research has 
neglected to a large extent. Therefore, the results of this study challenge the use of overly 
simplified concepts used in past studies, which are designed to narrow down the focus 
rather than see the richness in these concepts (e.g., Andrews, 2004; Amirkhanyan, 2009). 
The thesis attempts to create a change in the way concepts are seen because these seemingly 
clear concepts create an illusion of mutual understanding among practitioners and scholars 
in situations where the concepts are ultimately ambiguous. With the conceptual work 
conducted in this thesis, the author aims to highlight the ambiguity in all the basic concepts 
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used to describe the reasons for performance information use and non-use in the field of 
public administration and management (see appendixes 1−7 to confirm the ambiguity). 
Mental models, demographic attributes, power, social pressures, information providers, 
information channels, and information as drivers of performance information use seem to 
be very ambiguous concepts, as there are, for instance, many types of mental models. 
Ignoring conceptual ambiguity makes scientific communication disconnected and 
unorganized, making it difficult to understand the current knowledge on the topic. As 
interpretation depends on concepts that ensure their communicability (Novak, 1966), 
this is a problem in current research. For practitioners, ambiguity creates challenges for 
developing performance information use in public administration because vague concepts 
provide opportunities for misunderstanding and incorrect reforms resulting from these 
misunderstandings (e.g., Vakkuri, 2010). For example, concentrating only on management 
structures while neglecting the integration of organizational structures can blind public 
managers to seeing how the excellent or poor integration of structures affects performance 
information use. This can create misunderstandings and adverse reforms based on these 
misunderstandings. 
9.3 Conceptual relationships between reasons for 
performance information use and non-use
All four articles also provided examples of how the diverse theoretical factors interplay 
with the whole theoretical framework and vice versa. For example, the first article 
addressing why output information might be preferred over outcome information in some 
situations demonstrated how mental models interacted and were intertwined with the 
whole theoretical framework consisting of demographic factors, power, social pressures, 
information provider, information channel, and information. This type of investigation 
enriches our understanding of the interplay between the factors driving the use and non-
use of performance information, as past studies have not examined these in depth (e.g., 
Grossi et al., 2016; Giacomini et al., 2016; Van Helden, 2016). 
The articles also provided examples of how intertwined these concepts are in some 
empirical and theoretical cases. For example, mental models embedding other reasons 
for performance information use show how performance information use co-occurs and 
is intertwined. Table 4 demonstrates how the factors driving performance information 
use are often embedded into each other and, therefore, co-occur in real life. The fact 
that reasons for performance information use do co-occur and are embedded into each 
other raises questions whether it is possible to separate these factors from each other in 
practice and, if so, what are the circumstances in which the factors are not intertwined? 
Another important but unaddressed question arising from the co-occurrence is whether 
practitioners can report the intertwined nature of the reasons when researchers ask them 
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about the rationales driving performance information use (e.g., Askim, 2007; Johansson 
& Siverbo, 2009). It is possible that responders only report what individual factors have 
promoted their performance information use, and they have not considered how factors 
are actually embedded into each other. If respondents are not aware of how factors are 
intertwined, they report their perceptions on how these things are not embedded into each 
other according to their view.
It is also unclear how well academics are aware of how embedded into each other 
the factors driving performance information use are. Currently, quantitative studies 
concentrate on reporting how organizational culture or some other factor all by itself drives 
performance information use when other separate factors are being controlled in statistical 
analysis and covariances are being checked (e.g., Melkers & Willoughby, 2005; Taylor, 
2011). The question here is, how does one, for instance, control the effects of political power 
on organizations’ structures and performance information use if organizational structures 
are manifestations of political power? The statistical methods used in current studies (e.g., 
Moynihan & Landuyt, 2009; Folz et al., 2009) cannot detect how factors are embedded 
in each other unless respondents understand how things are intertwined and report that 
every factor embedded in, for example, social pressures is also affecting use in addition to 
social pressures. Researchers using qualitative or quantitative approaches also may not ask 
anything about the co-occurrence and how the respondents can recognize factors embedded 
into each other (e.g., Berman & Wang, 2000; Rajala et al., 2018). Generally, the problem 
with not identifying the intertwined nature of reasons driving use is the following: using 
simplified concepts that are artificially separated from each other can inhibit one from 
seeing relationships between reasons of performance information use. 
Understanding how incentives are intertwined makes the hunt for particular drivers of 
performance information use questionable processes in some instances. The question here 
is what we learn from the statements, noting that organizational culture is associated with 
performance information use but mental models are not (e.g., Saliterer & Korac, 2013). 
These types of statements are important if one is interested in how respondents understand 
drivers of performance information use in a particular context. However, such statements 
are misleading and oversimplifying if one is seeking to understand how the factors are 
actually intertwined and operate as packages that form a system where some factors linked 
with performance information use might encourage or discourage use and non-use while 
other factors are just allowing use or non-use but not really encouraging or discouraging 
it. For example, an organizational structure may not encourage or discourage performance 
information use, but it allows other factors, such as mental models, to drive performance 
information use. Future changes in the allowing factors could change performance 
information use habits in the organization, although these are not encouraging or 
discouraging use currently. This makes allowing factors important for performance 
information use.
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Focusing only on factors driving performance information use neglects the relationships 
between allowing factors and performance information use and non-use (e.g., Sinervo & 
Haapala, 2019). These allowing factors can turn into discouraging or encouraging factors 
in varying situations. Thus, this thesis attempts to challenge the view that the focus of 
academics and practitioners should only be on discouraging and encouraging factors 
incentivizing performance information use (e.g., Moynihan et al., 2012; Kroll & Vogel, 
2014). Recognizing allowing factors would alter how scholars and practitioners see 
relationships between performance information use and factors influencing such use. 
Currently, the allowing factors associated with use and non-use are rather latent elements 
in the literature that must be inferred by the reader. Studies do not currently ask how 
performance information use might change if allowing factors were changed (e.g., Ho, 
2006).
In the factor packages, the discouraging or encouraging factors form more or less 
from different mental models, demographic attributes, power, and factors forming the 
performance information use context, be they laws, stakeholder pressures, matters relating 
to information quality, organizational structure, or culture (e.g., Kroll, 2015a; Laihonen & 
Mäntylä, 2018). In a similar manner, allowing factors can be mental models, demographic 
attributes, power, and factors forming the performance information use context. Therefore, 
separating, for example, mental models from the quality of information in factor packages 
is an artificial maneuver that can create the illusion that mental models describing what 
information is do not relate to performance information use at all (e.g., Saliterer & Korac, 
2013). This impression is false, as information is essentially a mental model passed from the 
information sender to the information receiver. This thesis has been a though experiment 
aimed to help readers see how factors incentivizing performance information are layered on 
top of each other and how these factors conceptually relate one another. Indeed, seeing how 
stakeholder pressures or organizational culture is present in mental models enables one to 
see relationships between these elements.
Following from the above, this thesis argues that more holistic theory describing reasons 
for performance information use would consider how factors are intertwined and would 
not try to artificially separate these factors from each other in situations where factors are 
clearly embedded into each other. Table 4 is an attempt to move into more holistic theory 
about the reasons for performance information use. It identifies the intertwined nature of 
the reasons driving use. Moreover, more holistic theory would accept the idea that there are 









































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































9.4 Theory of non-use
As a conceptual contribution, this study has argued that performance information non-
use as a concept needs to be more broadly recognized in the field. Non-use is currently less 
important than use (e.g., high or low use), if the past research settings reflect importance 
(e.g., Behn, 2003; ter Bogt, 2004; Van Dooren & Van de Walle, 2011; Moynihan & Lavertu, 
2012; Angiola & Bianchi, 2015). Conversely, non-use as a research topic has been standing 
in the shadows far too long. To understand performance information use, it is helpful to 
comprehend what factors stimulate non-use or the purposes of performance information 
non-use. As most studies ask what drives performance information use (e.g., Moynihan 
& Ingraham, 2004; Askim, 2011; Kroll, 2015b), the theory of performance information 
non-use or models of non-use are currently underdeveloped. This is a shortage in the 
current research that needed fixing. To make the theory of reasons driving performance 
information use more comprehensive, non-use must be included in it and studied more. 
Therefore, the theory of non-use was connected in this thesis to the generated theoretical 
framework describing the drivers of performance information used to expand the theory. 
This thesis tested the theoretical framework in empirical and theoretical settings 
designed to understand non-use. Indeed, the framework provided a fertile starting point in 
understanding non-use because it enabled one to see how individual attributes (i.e., mental 
models, power, and demographic attributes) and factors in performance information use 
context (social pressures, information provider, information channel, and information) 
related to non-use. However, the articles in this study expanded the theoretical framework 
created in the literature review by reporting many new reasons explaining non-use or 
limited use compared to previous studies (e.g., Johnsen, 2011). 
The article addressing why output information may be used instead of outcome 
information displayed the idea that there exists a performance information hierarchy that 
can explain non-use in certain situations. This performance information hierarchy reveals 
why certain information is considered worth using while some other information about 
performance is not. The hierarchy also offers insights into why non-use can be a rational act 
from the performance information user. Indeed, the non-use of some types of performance 
information often occurs because it makes more sense to use other types of performance 
information in, for instance, decision making. Concerning the stability of the performance 
information hierarchy, this thesis argued that the hierarchy is often context-specific, 
meaning that different types of performance information switch places in the hierarchy 
depending on the situation where the information use is considered (see also Ho & Ni, 
2005; Johansson & Siverbo, 2009). Changes in the performance information hierarchy 
indicate that scholars should focus on windows of opportunities showing situations where 
a specific performance information becomes relevant.
Besides the performance information hierarchy, the first article and third article 
addressing blame avoidance revealed that non-use also relates to factor packages driving 
non-use. Therefore, understanding encouraging and discouraging, as well as allowing 
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factors and the relationships between these factors is important for non-use as well. To 
support the use of performance information, one needs to be able to solve problems related 
to factors bundled into packages incentivizing non-use. Partial solutions considering some 
factors on the packages while neglecting others might not inhibit non-use, as factors are 
intertwined, as shown in Table 4. This makes studying the ideas presented in Table 4 highly 
relevant in non-use situations. However, solving non-use is not necessarily valuable and 
mandatory if non-use is actually beneficial for the activities of the public sector and to the 
well-being of the citizens. This thesis showed that performance information non-use can be 
valuable if one wants to avoid blame from poor performance. Hood (2011) has noted that 
blame avoidance can be useful in the public sector.
In situations where non-use is rational, knowing the factor packages driving non-
use helps to see why non-use is considered valuable. To think that non-use would be 
somehow valuable is a novel and even radical idea in the field of public administration and 
management because the current research seems to have this underlying assumption that 
only use is valuable and non-use is a waste of resources. Indeed, this assumption declaring 
non-use as a waste is vividly presented in the quotation presented at the introduction of this 
thesis. Let us recap this quotation taken from Talbot (2005):
If much performance reporting has not, in practice, been meant to change anything 
why has it been done? If the audience is inattentive, the directors uninterested 
and the actors apathetic, what’s the point? In one sense this can be seen as a classic 
“implementation failure.”
To make a counter-argument to Talbot’s (2005) notion and the general assumption made 
in the field, this thesis claims that non-use can be valuable, as using information has 
opportunity costs that can be too high on some occasions. Blame avoidance is an example of 
how the non-use of poor performance results can save politicians re-election (e.g., Weaver, 
1986). This is a reflection of the “dark” side of non-use performance information as a means 
of serving political self-interest. Nevertheless, the public can also gain value from non-use 
as every piece of information is not useful in every situation (e.g., Montesinos et al., 2016).
To understand the value of non-use, it is useful to recognize that it can be either 
temporary or permanent. In addition, non-use relates to actors, which indicates that the use 
and non-use of the same performance information could occur simultaneously because one 
user might use the information, and another might not do so. If all users were committed 
to the permanent non-use of particular performance information, then information that 
is not used would reflect a wasteful use of resources in performance measurement. The 
removal of measures that produce information that no-one ever uses would be valuable 
as it would result in future savings as a consequence of the termination of measurement. 
In this way, non-use performance information can reveal which measures are redundant 
and wasting future resources. Thus, non-use of performance information could become a 
valuable resource allocation tool, similar to the way that not buying certain products guides 
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market allocation to achieve a more efficient solution. Hence, the value of non-use is its 
ability to produce future savings in information production. However, care must be taken 
with halting the production of performance information as terminating measures would 
inhibit the option of obtaining information from the shelf when it is needed (Johnsen, 
2011). Hence, the removal of the option of being able to use information could have severe 
consequences for public sector activities.
In situations where the use and non-use of a particular performance information occurs 
simultaneously, both the use and non-use can be a sign of the efficient division of labor. The 
central idea behind labor of division is that everybody does not do the same thing, which 
enables specialization and efficiency within organizations. If public managers everywhere 
do not need to read the same performance information, this would save time and money, 
and the organization could still utilize all the performance information efficiently and 
rationally. Well-designed non-use saves organizational resources, thus becoming valuable. 
In designing who needs to use specific performance information, it is equally important 
to consider who does not need to use it. The value of non-use of performance information 
is easy to overlook as many people automatically identify information that is and is not 
relevant to their task. However, it can become costly if public managers cannot identify 
which information is irrelevant to the extent that non-use of performance information 
is justified. In psychological and behavioral economics, there are numerous examples of 
the harmful effects of information overloading in decision-making. To avoid information 
overloading, mastering non-use performance information is a valuable skill in working 
life. Lastly, non-use of performance information can be invaluable when misinformation 
or disinformation is involved in decision-making because non-use protects from decision-
making errors caused by use of misinformation of performance information. Using accurate 
performance information is more likely to lead to better decision-making, thereby resulting 
in future value, compared to a situation where the decision is based on misinformation 
about performance, for example. Thus, the value of non-use is an aspect that is missing 
from current theories on performance information use. Therefore, the suggestion is that, to 
ensure that the performance information theory is comprehensive, it should cover the value 
of non-use of performance information.
Ignorance of the importance of non-use is understandable if the rational and 
technocratic ideas that motivate a large part of the research on performance management 
are adopted. According to technocratic and rational ideals seen in the literature, an increase 
in performance information use by government makes the public sector more efficient, and 
effective in service production and more rational in decision-making because decisions 
are more informed. By proposing that temporary non-use and even permanent non-use 
by certain actors is rational when exercised in a highly skilled manner, this study suggests 
that the most rational government is not the one where every actor uses every possible 
piece of performance information the maximal amount. A government setting where 
everyone uses the performance information to the maximal amount is likely to reflect a 
92
wasteful government characterized by poor decisions caused by an information overload. 
Indeed, what is proposed is that marginal utility in performance information use should be 
considered on a case by case basis. The efficient labor of division, not maximal use, should 
be sought regarding performance information use. Of course, the assumption is that people 
do not invent a decision-making “machine” that considers all performance information 
and understands everyone’s preferences and values. Provided that people perform decision-
making, the rationality of temporary non-use and even permanent non-use by certain 
actors should be taken seriously.
The study addressing performance dialogues in a hybrid organization highlighted inter-
organizational factors associated with non-use, whereas the article focusing on presidents 
as performance information users displayed non-use in specific speech contexts. In the 
hybrid setting, performance information users were public and private sector managers. 
Presidents, though, represent politicians. In attempts to understand non-use, there is a 
growing need to study the topic in different contexts and among dissimilar user groups, be 
they citizens, oversight bodies, or funders. This study has contributed to the investigations 
addressing the non-use of various user groups in different contexts and argued that a more 
holistic theory of performance information use would consider non-use in a wide variety 
of contexts and among a diverse set of performance information users. It is also likely 
that ambiguity is tied to concepts describing non-use in a similar manner ambiguity was 
found in the concepts describing factors driving use. An improved theory of performance 
information use would consider this ambiguity. In conclusion, this study has contributed 
to the field of public administration and management by providing models of performance 
information non-use that can be further tested in future studies.
9.5 Limitations of the thesis
Because the articles conducted as part of this thesis included explanations of their 
limitations, this section focuses on the limitations of the synthesis and the whole thesis. 
The scoping review conducted in the study fields of accounting, economics, psychology, 
and political science did not examine grey literature, unpublished works, or studies written 
in other languages than English. For this reason, some viewpoints may have been left out. 
As the search method is not systematic (e.g., Levati, Campbell, & Frost, 2016), the studies 
included in the scoping review do not represent the population of studies from which the 
chosen studies were taken. Thus, the results of scoping reviews cannot be generalized in the 
same manner as the conclusions drawn from systematic reviews can be generalized. Scoping 
reviews are often used to examine the main sources of evidence available (e.g., Kidholm & 
Kristensen, 2018). Therefore, this study applied a scoping review.
When considering the systematic literature review conducted in the theoretical section, 
there were some limitations. First, the literature review was designed to examine studies 
published only in academic books and international academic journals, which limits some 
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perspectives (e.g., Mauro et al., 2017). For example, there are many relevant studies to the 
theoretical framework created in this research that fell outside the scope of the systematic 
review as they were either published in non-academic journals (e.g., McPhee, 2005) or 
official documents written by practitioners. Second, language limitations and restrictions 
in the time frame and databases might have also left out some valuable insights on the topic. 
Because inferring the categories of reasons driving performance information was based on 
an inductive approach, the validity of the logic behind the categories can be confirmed 
from appendixes 1−7. As a limitation, the categorization of verbal descriptions is rarely 
straightforward, as words can have many meanings to people (e.g., Empson, 2004). It 
is, therefore, possible that some other researcher would have placed some factor driving 
performance information use under different category. This makes the categorization 
debatable to some extent, but the author of this thesis can defend the categorization, as 
every factor categorized has its justification.
Incompatible results of qualitative and quantitative approaches are typical problems for 
mixed methods (e.g., Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004), but this thesis did not involve any 
incompatible results. However, all the articles were based on sampling methods that do 
not permit the generalization of results (e.g., Patton, 2014). The thesis attempted to fix this 
problem related to generalization by adopting a comprehensive literature review approach 
so the reasons for performance information use and non-use could be generalized to apply 
to the whole study field of public administration and management. As a lack of coverage, 
ambiguity in reasons for use and non-use, intertwined reasons, and an omitted theory of 
non-use were confirmed from both the systematic literature review and the articles, the 
main conclusions of this thesis can be generalized.
9.6 Where to go from here? Topics for future researchers
This study opened several new research paths for future studies by exploring new research 
areas in public sector performance information use and developing novel research methods. 
The proposed theoretical framework and the hierarchy of performance information 
suggested in the first article of this thesis need further validation. This would reveal 
windows of opportunity for types of performance information able to influence public 
sector performance management. Studies could examine how a conflict-oriented context 
affects incentives to utilize outcome information and identify in which contexts output 
measures are adequate proxies of outcome measures.
Aside from the hierarchy of performance information, the non-use and use of 
performance information could be further explored in different contexts and among 
assorted user groups while considering the factor packages and ambiguities related to each 
factor driving use. In particular, comparative studies could be used to fulfill the research 
gap relating to the question that addresses differences in performance information use 
in different hybrid settings (e.g., Hodges, 2012). Non-use should be further investigated 
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within purely public sector service production, not just in hybrid organizations (e.g., Rajala 
et al., 2018). Large-scale surveys could be conducted to identify factors that contribute 
to the non-use of performance information and whether these same factors explain high 
performance information use in hybrids and the public sector.
Performance information use in rhetoric is another topic on which more research 
is required. There are many unexplored questions and potential for machine learning 
applications in the rhetorical analysis of performance information use (e.g., Buylen & 
Christiaens, 2016). Machine learning could be especially useful when conducting extensive 
studies on local, regional, and central governments. The type of performance information 
used in political argumentation and taking place at different governmental levels could 
be evaluated, along with an exploration of any differences between the levels. It might 
also be possible to conduct classical argumentation analysis at all levels of government to 
determine whether performance information is used in different roles in argumentation. 
To expand current knowledge of performance information use by presidents, studies could 
compare the operations of presidents in different continents. The coronavirus disease 2019 
pandemic also offers opportunities to study the role of performance information use in 
crisis rhetoric. The methodological contributions provided in this thesis offer a starting 
point from which scholars can progress in rhetoric analysis using the suggested research 
proposals.
Blame avoidance, as a driver of performance information use, should also be further 
assessed. Non-use of performance information arising from blame avoidance is a largely 
unexamined topic, as is performance information use that has the objective of avoiding 
blame. For example, the identification of the type of blame avoidance strategies used to 
increase non-use of performance information and use could be investigated by scholars. 
Another unexamined question is whether public managers and politicians are risk averse, 
loss averse, risk neutral, or risk seeking when it comes to deciding whether or not to enable 
outcome information use in public sector.
The author acknowledges that the proposed theoretical framework and methods 
could be improved. Researchers could expand upon the current knowledge of unexplored 
demographic attributes, mental models, power, social pressure, information providers, 
features of information, information channels, and performance information. Reasons for 
the ambiguity associated with drivers of performance information use could be evaluated 
further, along with the intertwined reasons that drive use of performance information use 
in the public sector. For example, interviews could be used to ask whether the interviewees 
recognized the ambiguity relating to the reasons for use and non-use of performance 
information use. Compared to surveys, the use of interviews would better facilitate 
understanding of the ambiguity because they make it possible to react to interviewee 
responses using different questions to reveal how and whether the ambiguity related to 
factors driving use is understood in practice. An action research approach could be used 
to study how the theoretical framework could be applied to problem-solving to address the 
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issue of limited information use. This could operate as a test to measure the practical value 
of the framework. Lastly, to improve performance information use in the public sector, 
there is considerable need to gain deeper insight into the value of information non-use. Do 
practitioners see value in information non-use, and, if so, what type of value is produced as a 
consequence of information non-use? Currently, these two questions remain unanswered, 
along with several others that were alluded to in this thesis. Therefore, I conclude this 
study by inviting you to consider the questions that I have proposed. Honorable scientific 
community, there is work to be done.
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Table 5. Individual attributes associated with performance information use
Umbrella concept for the set of 
individual attributes associated with 
use or non-use
Demographic attributes
Age (Saliterer & Korac, 2014)
Education (Askim, 2009)
Race (McBeath et al., 2015)
Gender (Kroll, 2015a)
Salary as an income (Bourdeaux, 2006)
Experience (work or political) (Kroll, 2015a; Askim, 2009)
Number of years employed (McBeath et al., 2015)
Private sector experience (Lu, 2007)
Public administration background (Kroll, 2013) 
Political party (Lu & Willoughby, 2015)
Generalist leader (Moynihan & Pandey, 2010)
Attitudinal mental models
Acceptance (Andrews, 2006)
Responsiveness to organizational change (McBeath et al., 2015)
Unwillingness to use (Charbonneau & Bellavance, 2015)
Willingness to learn from other townships (Hoontis & Kim, 2012)
Innovation mindedness (McBeath et al., 2015)
Cynicism (Kroll, 2015a)
Negativity bias (Nielsen & Moynihan, 2016)
Internal focus (Kroll, 2013)
Pro-NPM attitude (Kroll, 2015a)
Mental models of identity
Identity of council chair (Buylen & Christiaens, 2016)
Manager identity (Kroll, 2014)
Partisanship (or political ideology) (Demaj, 2017)
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Table 5. Individual attributes associated with performance information use
Competence-related mental models
Understanding how program activities affect performance (Barnow & 
Heinrich, 2010)
Incomprehension (Charbonneau & Nayer, 2012)
Inability to understand what to do with performance information or 
how to interpret it (Charbonneau & Nayer, 2012)
Evaluation style called operation-conscious style that focused on the 
activities of the manager and the organizations (ter Bogt, 2001)
Competence (Angiola & Bianchi, 2015)
Lack of expertise (Charbonneau & Nayer, 2012)
Ability or inability (e.g., to understand performance information and 
Capabilities (Ayers et al., 2013)
Emotional intelligence (Kroll, 2014)
Managerial competence (Molin et al., 2017)
Networking behavior (i.e., ability to network) (Kroll, 2015a)
Clear expectations (Hoontis & Kim, 2012)
Information needs of the public manager (Cepiku et al., 2017)
Competence with measurement (Cunningham & Harris, 2001)
Motivational mental models
Motivation to embrace comparisons (Ammons & Rivenbark, 2008)
Prosocial motivation (Kroll, 2015a)
Intentions (Kroll, 2015b)
Public service motivation (Kroll, 2014)
Power
Authority (Andrews, 2006)
Leadership (Cavalluzzo & Ittner, 2004)
Political position (opposition or government) (Reichard, 2016)
Dominance of party whip (Ward, 2015)
Political power (Askim, 2009)
Managerial power (Rajala et al., 2018)
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Appendix 2.
Table 6. External environment factors as contextual factors associated with performance 
information use
Umbrella concept for 
the set of environmental 




Service users include the following:
– Intensity of use among stakeholders (Amirkhanyan et al., 2014)
– Service user diversity (Moynihan & Hawes, 2012)
– Heterogeneity of preferences in the population (Bourdeaux, 2006)
– Diversity in population (McAdam & Walker, 2004)
– Population size (Saliterer & Korac, 2014)
– Population density (Charbonneau & Bellavance, 2015)
– Average unemployment rate (Lu & Willoughby, 2015)
– Demographic variables (Amirkhanyan et al., 2014)
– Dissatisfaction with service among citizens (Quinlivan et al., 2017)
– Perception of the utility of local government services (Quinlivan et al., 2017)
– Lack of competing demands for public services (Moynihan, 2009)
Service production environment including the following:
– Size of the city (i.e., geographical size) (Kroll, 2014)
– Environmental complexity (Moynihan & Hawes, 2012)
– Dysfunctions in the external information environment (Rabovsky, 2014)
– Performance measurement environment (McBeath et al., 2015)
– Benchmark organizations (public, private, or third sector) Angiola & Bianchi 
(2015)
– Stakeholder attributes (age, race, education level) (McBeath et al., 2015)
– Stakeholders’ experience with performance measurement (Abdel-Maksoud et 
al., 2015)
Political environment, including the following: 
– Political pressure for improvements (Raudla, 2015)
– Political context (Pollitt, 2006)
– Political competition or devilisation (Charbonneau & Bellavance, 2015)
– Pressure toward politicians (Raudla, 2015)
– Political fragmentation (Buylen & Christiaens, 2016)
– Constituent positions formed from particular performance information 
(Bourdeaux, 2008)
– Governor–legislator confrontations (Lu & Willoughby, 2015)
– Political (mis)use risk (Kroll, 2015a)
– Political constraints (Johansen & Zhu, 2013)
– Political support (Kroll, 2015a)
– Political bargaining (Joyce, 1996)
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Table 6. External environment factors as contextual factors associated with performance 
information use
Environmental factors
Economic environment including the following:
– Fiscal stress/pressure (Paulsson, 2006)
– Tax rate (Buylen & Christiaens, 2016)
– Economic downturns and upturns (Hou et al., 2011)
– Market competition (Johansen & Zhu, 2013)
– Income per capita (Moynihan & Pandey, 2010)
Social rules of the society including the following:
– Legislation supporting use (Bourdeaux, 2006)
– Lack of external requirements for reporting (Hildebrand & McDavid, 2011)
– Legislation (i.e., laws and regulations) (Lu & Willoughby, 2015).
– External results control (Verhoest & Wynen, 2016)
– Coercive isomorphism (Tan & Harvey, 2016)
– Raised interest on accountability in society (Kloot, 1999)
– Objections by professional associations or unions (Liner et al., 2001, p. 15)
– Workers’ unionization (Folz et al., 2009)
– Stakeholder pressure (Tillema et al., 2010)
– Community values (Quinlivan et al., 2017)
– Concerns about community issues (Quinlivan et al., 2017)
– Greater demand for performance information among stakeholders (Moynihan, 
2009)
– Media interest (Raudla et al., 2015)
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Appendix 3.
Table 7. Organizational structures as contextual factors associated with performance 
information use
Umbrella concept 
for the set of 
organizational factors 
associated with use or 
non-use
Current organizational 
structure: Labor of 
division in public 
administration (includes 
service production tasks 
and arrangements, 
administrative jobs, and 
features of the tasks, 
authorities related to the 
responsibilities, roles 
and personnel required 
to do the above tasks, 
administrative organs,
Government structure (Pollitt, 2006).
Administrative levels (Hammerschmid et al., 2013)
Governing board structure (Rabovsky, 2014)
Governance arrangements (Quinlivan et al., 2017).
Organizational design (Spano & Asquer, 2011)
Public sector type (Abdel–Maksoud et al., 2015)
Organization or agency size (Abdel–Maksoud et al., 2015)
Organizational boundaries (Döring, Downe, & Martin, 2015)
Complexity (McAdam & Walker, 2004)
Complex programs (Moynihan, 2009)
Diversity (McAdam & Walker, 2004)
Centralization (Moynihan, Pandey, & Wright, 2012)
Central oversight (Ammons & Roenigk, 2015)
Decentralization (Van Dooren, 2011)
Autonomy or lack of autonomy (Moynihan, 2009)
Decision-making authority (Abdel-Maksoud et al., 2015)
Devolved decision authority (Ammons & Roenigk, 2015)
Governor’s institutional power (Lu & Willoughby, 2015)
Legal distance from government (Verhoest & Wynen, 2016)
Task structure (Pollitt, 2006)
Primary tasks (Verhoest & Wynen, 2016)
Red tape (Moynihan, Pandey, & Wright, 2012)
Political regime (Johansson & Siverbo, 2009)
Term limits (Lu & Willoughby, 2015)
Professional tasks (Kroll, 2013)
Participative process (Lu, 2008)
Independent agencies participation (Lu  & Willoughby, 2015)
Stakeholder involvement (e.g., politicians, citizens, companies) Chen (2017)
Process in which stakeholder involvement is arranged (Lu, 2011)
Employee involvement (Depiku et al., 2017)
Reliance on partnerships (Moynihan  & Hawes, 2012)
Co-production (Lam  & Wang, 2014)
Co-operative arrangements (Saliterer  & Korac, 2013)
Marketization (Saliterer  & Korac, 2013)
Contract relationship (Amirkhanyan et al., 2014)
Collaboration type (Poocharoen  & Wong, 2016)
Use of professional help (Lu et al., 2015)
Complicated service delivery system (Holloway et al., 2012)
Fragmented and networked service system (Holloway et al., 2012)
Top-down or bottom-up approach to performance budgeting (Lu et al., 2015)
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Table 7. Organizational structures as contextual factors associated with performance 
information use
Current organizational 
structure: Labor of 
division in public 
administration (includes 
service production tasks 
and arrangements, 
administrative jobs, and 
features of the tasks, 
authorities related to the 
responsibilities, roles 
and personnel required 
to do the above tasks, 
administrative organs,
Shared responsibilities for performance-based budgeting among stakeholders (Lu et al., 2015).
Adequate personnel resources (Depiku et al., 2017)
Income sources (Verhoest  & Wynen, 2016)
Formal role Askim (2009)
Executive formal participation (Lu  & Willoughby, 2015)
Legislative formal participation (Lu  & Willoughby, 2015)
Political composure of political organs (Rabovsky, 2014)
Split legislative control (Lu  & Willoughby, 2015)
Senior performance councils (Ayers et al., 2014)
Adversarial role of budget staff (Moynihan  & Pandey, 2010).
Number of core businesses (Lu, 2007)
Staff (Lu et al., 2015).
Non-permanent employees (Lee  & Cho, 2011)
Role diversity (Andersen  & Moynihan, 2016)
Organizational role (planner, decision maker) (Kroll, 2014)
Education diversity (Andersen  & Moynihan, 2016)
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Appendix 4. 
Table 8. Management structures and integration of organizational structures as contextual 
factors associated with performance information use
Umbrella concept 
for the set of 
organizational factors 






and managing, as 
well as the roles and 
authority required to do 
these tasks)
Managerial level (Abdel-Maksoud et al., 2015)
Appointed agency management (Lu, 2007)
Performance management routines (Askim, 2009)
Control of government (Bourdeaux, 2006)
Agenda control and control tightness (Moynihan  & Ingraham, 2004)
Mission orientation (Moynihan, 2009)
Goal orientation (de Lancer Julnes  & Holzer, 2001)
Strategic planning (Charbonneau  & Bellavance, 2015)
Poor strategic planning (Nomm  & Randma-Liiv, 2012)
Strategy (Joyce, 1996)
Balanced scorecard (McAdams  & Walker, 2004)
Vague and ambiguous goals (Barbato  & Turri, 2017)
Goal clarity (Moynihan, 2009).
Coherence between goals and measures (Molin et al., 2017)
Sophistication of performance measurement systems (Kroll & Proeller, 2013)
Effectiveness of performance indicators (Hatry, 2008)
Coherent conceptual level (Kim  & Kang, 2016)
Meaningful performance measures (Cavalluzzo  & Ittner, 2004)
Performance measurement density Melkers  & Willoughby, 2005)
Nature of the measured activity (Barbato  & Turri, 2017)
Systematic review processes (Duisenberg, 2016)
Collecting adequate data (de Lancer Julnes  & Holzer, 2001).
Lack of meaningful measures (Liner et al., 2001, p. 15)
Measuring costs (Amirkhayan, 2011)
Accounting problems (Charbonneau  & Nayer, 2012)
Benchmarking (Angiola  & Bianchi, 2015)
More than token measurement (Ammons  & Roenigk, 2015)
Numerous and complicated measures (Kasdin, 2010)
Variety and amount of performance information (Hibbard et al., 1997)
Time spent on performance measurement (Lu, 2007)
Ambiguity in performance measures (Poister  & Streib, 1999)
Different measures tracking the same outcomes provide different results (Nicholson- Crotty et 
al., 2006)
Complexity of performance being measured (Di Francesco, 1999)
Performance measurement transparency (Melkers  & Willoughby, 2005)
Performance information ownership (Kroll, 2014)
Maturity of measurement system (Kroll, 2015a)
Complications arising from indicator’s churning (Charbonneau  & Nayer, 2012)
Degree to which measures are embedded into key management systems (Ammons  & 
Rivenbark, 2008)
Political performance management (Van Dooren, 2011)
Legislative mandates (Cavalluzzo  & Ittner, 2004)
Legislative authority over budget (Bourdeaux, 2006)
Legislative engagement in oversight of performance information (Bourdeaux, 2006)
Professional status of the legislature (Bourdeaux, 2006)
Budget process is too time constrained (Raudla, 2012)
Complicated funding system (Holloway et al., 2012)
Appropriations and policy tools grants (Lee  & Cho, 2011; Rabovsky, 2014)
130
Table 8. Management structures and integration of organizational structures as contextual 





and managing, as 
well as the roles and 
authority required to do 
these tasks)
Budget format (Raudla, 2012)
Budget session length (Bourdeaux, 2006)
High-quality budget analysis (Wang, 2008)
Size of the budget (Charbonneau  & Bellavance, 2015)
Performance-based funding (Rabovsky, 2014)
Incentives and sanctions (Ammons  & Roenigk, 2015)
Reward expectation (Moynihan  & Pandey, 2010)
Lack of rules for incentive systems (Liner et al., 2001, p. 15)
State employee pay (Moynihan  & Ingraham, 2004)
System dynamic modelling in the organization (Bianchi  & Rivenbark, 2014)
Learning forums (Moynihan, 2005)
Appropriate data analysis (Hatry, 2008)
Poor policy analysis (Nomm  & Randma–Liiv, 2012)
Audit (Lu et al., 2015)
Online reporting (Lu et al., 2015)
Supportive or controlling use (Masal  & Vogel, 2016)
Integration of 
organizational structures
Including performance information in budget proposals (Demaj, 2017).
Reporting processes are not in line with budget structures (Joyce  & Levy, 2008)
Objectives linked to indicators (Brusca  & Montesinos, 2016)
Aligning performance management practices (Ayers et al., 2014)
Integrating goals into performance appraisal plans (Ayers et al., 2014)
Enhancing collaboration among internal stakeholders (Ayers et al., 2014)
Inter-administrative management (Jääskeläinen  & Roitto, 2014)
Measurement should be integrated into goal setting, strategic planning, and communication 
processes (Jääskeläinen  & Roitto, 2014)
Inadequate links between databases (Willoughby, 2004)
Integration of the performance measures into different departments and processes (Depiku et 
al., 2017)
Ability to connect measures to actions (Moynihan  & Lavertu, 2012)
Coordination of statewide performance measures (Lu  & Willoughby, 2015)
Social integration (structural capital) (Tantardini  & Kroll, 2016)
Managerial networking (Moynihan  & Hawes, 2012)
Structural insulation (Lee  & Cho, 2011)
& Andrews, 2005)
Integration of a performance management system into the management system (Depiku et al., 
2017)
Broad involvement in all government levels and integration and communication into strategic 
planning and agency management (Cunningham  & Harris, 2005)
Ease of negotiations (Henderson  & Bromberg, 2015)
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Table 9. Reforms and legitimacy of organizational structures as contextual factors 
associated with performance information use
Reforming/changing 
organizational structures (here, 
leadership is understood as 
leading change)
Capacity building (Lu  & Willoughby, 2015)
Change routines (Johansson  & Siverbo, 2009)
Reform time (Lu et al., 2015)
Support of reform (Bourdeaux, 2006)
Changes imposed by central government (Kloot, 1999)
Uniform changes (Nomm  & Randma-Liiv, 2012)
Incremental rather than radical changes (Yetano, 2013)
Early adopter (Moynihan  & Hawes, 2012)
Transformational leadership (Wright  & Pandey, 2010)
Parliament has only limited role in making changes (Raudla, 2012)
Gubernatorial leadership (Moynihan  & Ingraham, 2004)
Legislative leadership (Moynihan  & Ingraham, 2004)
Agency leadership (Moynihan  & Ingraham, 2004)
Central agency leadership (Moynihan  & Ingraham, 2004)
Managerial implementation style (Saliterer  & Korac, 2013)
Legitimizing implementation style (Saliterer  & Korac, 2013)
Managerial–contractual interventions (Kim  & Kang, 2015)
Capability-enhancing interventions (Kim  & Kang, 2015)
Market-type interventions (Kim  & Kang, 2015)
Systematic development (Saliterer  & Korac, 2014)
Random development (Saliterer  & Korac, 2014)
Promotion of new language (Yetano, 2013)
Agile public organizations (Van Dooren, 2011)
Establishment of planning and reporting routines (Yetano, 2013)
Good implementation in terms of training and dialogue (Depiku et al., 2017)
Training opportunities (Amirkhanyan et al., 2014)
Need for training (Charbonneau  & Nayer, 2012)
Training effects (Abdel-Maksoud et al., 2015)
Legitimacy of current 
organizational structures
Employees do not support performance information system (Poister  & Streib, 1999)
Managers do not support performance information system (Poister  & Streib, 1999)
City council does not support performance information system (Poister  & Streib, 1999)
Legislative support for performance information use (Lu et al., 2015)
Executive support for performance information use (Lu et al., 2015)
Management support for performance information use (Lu et al., 2015)
Leadership support for performance information use (Kroll, 2015a)
Leadership commitment (Lee  & Lee, 2015)
Staff buy-in (Lu et al., 2015)
Lack of champions (Aristiqueta  & Zarook, 2011)
Agreement from the audit criteria (Raudla, 2015)
Dissonant demands for performance (Ho, 2007)
Advocacy (Moynihan, 2009)
Advocates of performance information (Pollitt, 2006)
Measurement is guided by theory (Grizzle, 1981)
Support capacity (Kroll, 2015a)
Expenditures on support services (Bourdeaux, 2006)
Resource decency (Tan  & Harvey, 2016)
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Table 10. Organizational culture and performance capacity and results as contextual 
factors associated with performance information use
Organization’s culture (includes 
norms, group habits, and traits seen 
in organization)
Performance-oriented organizational culture (Lu et al., 2015)
Hierarchical culture (Kroll, 2015a)
Rational culture (Saliterer  & Korac, 2013)
Group culture (Kroll, 2015a)
Developmental culture (Kroll, 2014)
Shared culture (Moynihan  & Hawes, 2012)
Internal performance culture (Lu, 2007)
Internal orientation (Kroll, 2013)
Social norms (Kroll, 2015b)
Peer exchange (Kroll, 2013)
Organizational traits (Amirkhanyan et al., 2014)
Performance management is collectively viewed as an instrument of 
innovation rather than an instrument of control (Bourgon, 2008)
Trust (Tandardini  & Kroll, 2016)
Political–administrative relations (Depiku et al., 2017)
Staff devoted to the evaluation of performance measures (de Lancer, 
Julnes  & Holzer, 2001)
Limited use encourages limited use (Charbonneau  & Nayer, 2012)
Municipal experience in performance measurement (Foltz et al., 
2009)
Performance capacity and results 
(input, process, output, outcome, 
productivity, and cost-effectiveness 
results)
Performance (Mauro, 2017)
Past performance (Smith, 1995)
Total revenues, total enrollment, research, change in graduation 
rates (Rabovsky, 2014)
Perverse behavioral effects (Spano  & Asquer, 2011)
Current administrative capabilities and capacities (Johansson  & 
Siverbo, 2009)
Management capacity (Amirkhanyan et al., 2014)
Central administrative capacity (Moynihan  & Hawes, 2012)
Personnel capacity (Lu et al., 2015)
Social capacity (Andrews, 2006)
Organizational social capital (Tandardini  & Kroll, 2016)
Relational capital (Tandardini  & Kroll, 2016)
Cognitive capital (Tandardini  & Kroll, 2016)
Slack (Johansson  & Siverbo, 2009)
Bills produced (Bourdeaux, 2006)
Service timeliness and disruptions (Amirkhayan, 2011)
Client impact (Amirkhayan, 2011)
Internal requirements (Depiku et al., 2017)
Financial health (Saliterer  & Korac, 2013)
Chaos (Charbonneau  & Nayer, 2012)
Individual effects (Spano  & Asquer, 2011)
Instability (Nomm  & Randma-Liiv, 2012)
Effective adjustment of performance expectations for external 
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Table 11. Information producer, information channel, and information as contextual factors 
associated with performance information use
Umbrella concept 




associated with use 
or non-use 
What is being expected?
Information producer
Credible information source (Pollitt, 2006)
Auditor expertise (Raudla et al., 2015)
Audit team open to dialogue (Raudla et al., 2015)
Performance review involvement (Spano  & Asquer, 2011)
Independent information producer (Zhang et al., 2016)
Information channel
Quality of the information channel (Abdel-Maksoud et al., 2015)
“The information/data systems are hard to use, the
challenge is to locate the correct and essential
information” (Rajala et al., 2018)
Different information systems do not communicate with each other (Rajala et al., 2018)
Access to information (Rajala et al., 2018)
Effective communication (Wang, 2008)
Information system capacity (Lu et al., 2015)
Existence of computer-based information systems (Hasan  & Hasan, 1997)
Communicating performance information (Jääskeläinen  & Roitto, 2014)
Executive verbal explanations (Buylen  & Christiaens, 2016)
Information brokers (Jorge et al., 2016)
Citizen outreach (Charbonneau  & Bellavance, 2015)
Information systems (Cavalluzzo  & Ittner, 2004)
Simple reporting (Angiola  & Bianchi, 2015)
Information
Information or measure type (Abdel-Maksoud et al., 2015)
Quality of performance information is adequate (Lu et al., 2015)
Performance information needs to be provided together with cost information (Baekgaard, 
2015)
Responds to user needs (Bogt, 2004)
Timeliness (Pollitt, 2006)
Concrete recommendations (Raudla et al., 2015)
Explanations concerning the shortcomings (Raudla et al., 2015)
Too long and cumbersome performance documents (Raudla, 2012)
Performance information availability (Saliterer & Korac, 2014)
(Charbonneau & Van Ryzin, 2015)
Performance information is too simplistic, not realistic or valid (Charbonneau  & Nayer, 2012)
Performance information is useless or uninteresting (Charbonneau  & Nayer, 2012)
Lack of comparability between municipalities and their performance (Charbonneau  & Nayer, 
2012)
Other indicators are more important (Charbonneau  & Nayer, 2012)
Content of the information (Depiku et al., 2017)
Information overload (Ezzamel et al., 2004)
Trustworthiness of performance reports (Kang et al., 2009)
Presentation of information (Hatry, 2008)
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Abstract
Literature on performance management in hybrid organisations remains lacking, 
even though they increasingly are providing public services. This study created new 
knowledge on performance management in hybrid organisations by answering a 
question that addressed what kinds of challenges are in hybrid organisation’s bound-
ary-crossing performance dialogues. Boundary-crossing performance dialogues here 
refer to performance management discussions between representatives of public and 
private sector organisations forming the hybrid. To answer the proposed question, a 
case study approach based on interviews and documents was chosen. Using induc-
tive content analysis, the study identified several challenges that occurred during 
the boundary-crossing dialogues. This contributes to existing research on perfor-
mance management in hybrid organisations. For practitioners, the results provide 
insights for tackling the specific problems of performance management in hybrid 
organisations.
Keywords Hybrid organisation · Performance dialogue · Performance management · 
Performance governance · Performance information
1 Introduction
Hybrid organisations increasingly are providing public services (e.g., McGuire 
2002; Christensen and Laegreid 2011). A typical hybrid organisation comprises 
public and private actors who, through collaboration and cooperation, provide 
public services for citizens (Johanson and Vakkuri 2017). Extant literature claims 
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that traditional entity-based performance management systems are inadequate in 
hybrid organisations and, therefore, performance management systems based on 
inter-organisational collaboration are being adopted by these types of organisa-
tions (Agostino and Arnaboldi 2018). Here, performance management means a 
‘continuous process of identifying, measuring and developing the performance of 
individuals and teams and aligning performance with the strategic goals’ (Agu-
inis 2009, p. viii). Adopting inter-organisational performance management sys-
tems aims to turn performance management into performance governance that 
operates within and across public, private and third sector interfaces and relies 
on inter-sectoral co-processes (Bouckaert and Halligan 2008). One way to create 
inter-organisational collaboration in performance management is to use dialogue 
that engages all necessary actors in developing an organisation’s performance 
(Agostino and Arnaboldi 2015). In this article, dialogue that addresses perfor-
mance management tasks is called performance dialogue.
More specifically, performance dialogue is a phenomenon in which ‘partici-
pants jointly interpret performance information and discuss it while identifying 
the actions needed to manage the performance according to this information’ 
(Rajala et al. 2018). Performance dialogue utilises the methods of dialogue and 
concentrates on performance information (e.g., Moynihan 2005). Performance 
information includes data about resources, workload, outputs, processes, out-
comes and efficiency (Hatry 2006), and it systematically is collected, produced 
and shared (Van Dooren et al. 2015). Boundary-crossing performance dialogues 
here refer to performance management discussions between representatives 
of public and private sector organisations operating in the hybrid; this defini-
tion of boundary-crossing dialogues was borrowed from the work of Rajala and 
Laihonen (2019).
Generally, embedding dialogue in performance management can be benefi-
cial in many ways, as it enables learning and development of organisational prac-
tices (Laihonen and Mäntylä 2017). However, performance dialogue simultane-
ously imposes many challenges on organisations, such as a lack of dialogue skills 
and motivation to conduct dialogues (Rajala et al. 2018). In this research, we were 
interested in the specific difficulties of hybridity associated with boundary-crossing 
performance dialogues that occur between representatives of different organisations 
forming the hybrid organisation. Therefore, we asked the following question: What 
kinds of challenges are in hybrid organisation’s boundary-crossing performance 
dialogues? This research question remains unanswered until now. Although Rajala 
et al. (2018) have studied performance dialogue problems in both hybrid and pub-
lic organisations, they did not identify challenges of hybridity in boundary-crossing 
performance dialogues within hybrid organisations. To answer our question, we uti-
lised a case study approach and content analysis. By identifying several challenges 
that occurred in hybrid organisations’ boundary-crossing performance dialogues, we 
contribute to conversations addressing performance dialogue and performance man-
agement practices in hybrid organisations (e.g., Hodges 2012; Rajala et al. 2018). 
Our results also offer reasons why it is difficult to attain the type of performance 
governance that is achieved through collaboration between public, private and third 
sector actors, according to Halligan et  al. (2012). We also argue that our results 
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provide useful insights into conversations about why performance management does 
not reach its full potential in hybrid organisations.
The rest of this study is organised as follows. In the next section, we provide more 
precise conceptual definition of hybrid and we define performance management in 
hybrids. In the third section, research methods and context are explained. In the 
fourth section, we present an analytical framework for the content analysis, while 
the fifth section shows how this original framework was iterated and developed dur-
ing the empirical analysis. The fifth section also provides the empirical analysis. In 
the final section, conclusions are presented.
2  What are hybrid organisations?
Previous research has demonstrated that hybridity is not an easy concept to define 
(Johanson and Vakkuri 2017). Theoretically, hybrids have been considered an entity 
that one cannot explicitly explain (Ménard 2004). Almost everything can become 
hybrid, as its conceptualisations are associated with exploring ‘impure’ forms of 
social organising (Philoppopoulos-Mihalopoulos 2012). Thus, hybrid forms of 
organising have been defined in various ways.
Extant literature attaches many characteristics to hybrid organisations. First, 
hybrid organisations can produce public and private goods (Johanson and Vakkuri 
2017). Second, mixed ownership in hybrid organisations is common (Hansmann 
1996). Mixed ownership indicates that a hybrid organisation has both public and 
private sector owners (Thynne 2011). Third, different institutional logics, goal con-
gruency and incongruence typically exist in these types of organisations (Johanson 
and Vakkuri 2017; Kreps and Benoît 2011; Reay and Hinings 2009; Pache and San-
tos 2013; Eprahim et al. 2014). Fourth, hybrid organisations obtain funding from a 
variety of sources (Hodge and Greve 2007). Fifth, differentiated forms of economic 
and social control are exercised in hybrid organisations (Power 1997; Kelly 2005; 
Jordana and Levi-Faur 2004). For purposes of this research, an organisation formed 
by different types of legal organisations is called a hybrid organisation, i.e., it com-
prises public and private or third sector (i.e. voluntary sector) organisations, and 
these organisations have a common goal that they aim to achieve via collaboration.
3  Performance management in hybrid and non-hybrid organisations
The concept of performance management forms from two major aspects: performance 
measurement and performance information usage that aims to enhance management 
and other organisational activities (e.g., Aguinis 2009, p. viii.). In public, private and 
third sector organisations, performance measures viewed in different performance man-
agement models can be divided into the same measurement categories: input, process, 
workload, output, outcome, productivity and cost-effectiveness measures (e.g., Pol-
litt and Bouckaert 2004; Micheli and Kennerley 2005; Thomas et al. 2008; Schläfke 
et al. 2012; Van Dooren et al. 2015). Performance measures that are used to report a 
hybrid organisation’s value to the surrounding community also belong to these seven 
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performance measurement categories (Liu et al. 2014; Vo et al. 2016). The differences 
between performance measures used in public, private, third sector and hybrid organi-
sations boil down to the question of what types of measures are used, e.g., output and 
outcome measures. For example, arrested criminals can be an output measure in the 
public sector, whereas manufactured cars can be an output measure at a car production 
plant, part of the private sector.
When considering performance evaluations, public, private, third sector and 
hybrid organisations are trying to evaluate performance aspects that also can be 
grouped under the seven aforementioned measurement categories (e.g., Lee and 
Nowell 2015). Here, the only difference is that performance evaluations are non-
routine events that are designed in a case-by-case manner, whereas performance 
measurement is a routine event that occurs more or less the same way at different 
time points because the objective is to produce comparable information (McDavid 
and Hawthorn 2006).
The complexity of performance measurement and evaluation differs between 
the hybrid and non-hybrid organisation types. Performance measurement has been 
viewed as more complex in the public and third sectors than in the private sector 
(van Helden and Reichard 2016). The fact that no market-price information on sev-
eral public sector activities exists makes it difficult to evaluate government interven-
tions and public services’ impact and attribution (Johanson and Vakkuri 2017). It 
also has been argued that hybrids, as organisational networks, are more complex to 
measure than public and third sector organisations, although problems in evaluating 
and measuring network performance bear a resemblance to complications viewed in 
the evaluations of public and third sector organisations (Provan and Milward 2001). 
The private sector networks are also more complex in terms of performance meas-
urement and evaluation compared to a private sector organisation (Kamminga and 
Van der Meer-Kooistra 2007). At the organisational level, the constituents of pub-
lic, private and third sector organisations have conflicting views on what is valuable 
to the organisation and its actions (Cyert and March 1963; Agranoff and McGuire 
2001). Assessing networks, such as hybrid organisations, involves more constitu-
ents, and this complicates the evaluation, as more conflicting views on the network’s 
value can exist (Johanson and Vakkuri 2017).
Besides the number of constituents, measuring network performance involves 
more analysis levels because network performance must be considered, and one can-
not focus merely on the organisational and community levels, as is the case with pri-
vate, public and third sector organisations (Provan and Milward 2001). Using per-
formance information for performance management purposes is more complicated 
as well because developing the performance of individuals and teams and aligning 
performance with strategic goals involve more actors.
4  Research setting
This study applies an explorative case study approach (e.g., Yin 2009). We chose 
this approach because we wanted to focus on one organisation, as this enabled 
us to use an in-depth exploration and multiple perspectives in describing the 
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chosen hybrid organisation’s complexity and uniqueness (e.g., Simons 2009). 
Using more cases would have limited our opportunity to understand the richness 
related to the challenges of boundary-crossing performance dialogue in hybrid 
organisations. Thus, the case selection served the theory-building objective that 
we aimed to reach (e.g., Thomas 2011). Indeed, the chosen case enabled us to 
develop the current theory addressing performance dialogue challenges. Overall, 
our research can be considered an instrumental case study because it provides a 
general understanding of the challenges present in boundary-crossing dialogues 
addressing a hybrid organisation’s performance. Thus, we aim to understand how 
things might be in general, not just how things are in the particular organisation 
that we examined.
The examined hybrid organisation could be defined as the most extreme, as the 
scope of services provided was diverse and these services were consumed by het-
erogeneous clientele. In this research, we focussed on the performance dialogues 
occurring in the steering and coordination groups, which were the hybrid organi-
sation’s two main administrative organs. The steering group prepared budget pro-
posals, solved conflicts, monitored goal achievement and carried into practice the 
hybrid organisation’s procedures. The coordination group made operational deci-
sions and prepared matters for the steering group and service market manager. 
These administrative organs involved representatives from all nine service units 
operating in the hybrid organisation. These service units were as follows:
1. A government agency that provides basic social security for residents of Finland.
2. A federation of municipalities that produces healthcare services.
3. A private company that generates healthcare services.
4. A third sector organisation, along with municipal and voluntary workers, that 
arranges art events.
5. A library (a municipal service unit that offers versatile collections and helps 
information seekers).
6. A maternity and child health clinic (a municipal service unit that supplies social 
and health services).
7. A youth service (a municipal service unit that provides low-threshold guidance 
to youths and young adults ages 16–29).
8. A mental health and substance abuse service clinic (a municipal service unit that 
helps people over age 18 with mental health and substance abuse problems).
9. A citizen service (a municipal service unit serving citizens by distributing infor-
mation, selling tickets, etc.).
The hybrid organisation’s main goal was to make it easier for citizens to use 
public sector services, which was the biggest reason why it was formed. The sec-
ond objective was to create an innovation platform that would improve public 
service production. The hybrid organisation aimed to fulfil its goals by combin-
ing the ideas of accessibility and customer orientation into a new technology 
and public space design that supported public service production and use. The 
hybrid organisation attempted to provide better services to citizens by generating 
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collaborations among different service units. Indeed, active searching for syner-
gies among different units and new ways to collaborate was built into the hybrid’s 
modus operandi. For example, many health-related services were part of the 
hybrid, and they collaborated to create effective service paths for citizens. Cre-
ating effective service paths included joint decisions on different service units’ 
tasks in each service path. Other examples of partnerships included collabora-
tions between the library and youth services, joint briefing sessions and other 
health education events that the library and health service units arranged for citi-
zens. The steering and coordination groups’ activities served the hybrid’s objec-
tives, and within these groups, the boundary-crossing performance dialogues that 
we focussed on in this research occurred.
It was typical for the hybrid’s personnel to view citizens’ needs in a holistic man-
ner, with service paths between different service units generated accordingly. Thus, 
personnel in the hybrid saw the citizen not only as their own customer, but also as 
other service units’ customer in the hybrid. From citizens’ perspective, it was con-
venient that the often-used services were provided in same building, lowering the 
threshold to use public services, according to reports (Kenno 2017).
Our data collection method mainly entailed expert interviews (e.g., Meuser and 
Nagel 2009), which provided more room for a more in-depth explorative approach, 
as follow-up questions can be asked and clarifying statements may be requested. 
Interviews were carried out between November 2016 and March 2017. The semi-
structured interviews’ objective was to determine managers’ perceptions of current 
challenges in boundary-crossing performance dialogues. The shortest interview 
lasted about 32 min, while the longest one took 70 min. Generally, most interviews 
lasted about an hour, but all interviews were conducted face to face, audiotaped and 
transcribed verbatim. Each of the 11 managers was interviewed only once. Only 
one researcher was sent to conduct each interview. The interviewees were selected 
through purposive sampling (Patton 2002) and in collaboration with city representa-
tives so that we could locate public managers who participated in the dialogues in 
which we were interested.
In the hybrid organisation, we interviewed three members from the steering 
group: the administration and development director, a representative from the library 
and a representative from a government agency. Then we interviewed five members 
of the coordination group (the service market manager and representatives from the 
maternity and child health clinic, library and mental health and substance abuse ser-
vice clinic). Finally, we interviewed three people from the city’s central adminis-
tration: the director of human resources, the services development director and the 
project manager. Anonymity for the interviewees was guaranteed and secured; thus, 
special attention has been paid to preserving anonymity during the sampling and 
reporting phase. Other researchers listened to the interviews, and feedback was pro-
vided to the interviewer if necessary. No biases arising from the interviewer were 
noticed in the process, and any feedback related mostly to follow-up questions. To 
triangulate and cross-check the interviews’ findings, five documents from the hybrid 
organisation were analysed (see Table 1).
As an analysis method, inductive content analysis was used. At first, the theo-
retical framework developed by Rajala et  al. (2018) was adopted and used in the 
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empirical analysis. However, during the analysis process that took place after all 
interviews were conducted, we iterated and corrected this framework after going 
through 50 of the interview transcripts. This method is known as inductive category 
development, in which new theoretical categories are created from collected empiri-
cal data (Mayring 2000). By utilising inductive category development, it was possi-
ble to provide more space for interactions between the researchers and research sub-
jects. This space was very useful because our research topic had been unexplored in 
previous literature, and we did not know exactly what we were looking for when we 
entered the case organisation. Conducting the study via inductive content analysis 
gave us the chance to iterate the research setting. Overall, the whole research process 
can be summarised in 11 steps:
 1. Review literature on performance management and identify research gap.
 2. From the literature, adopt theoretical categories for the content analysis.
 3. Create questions for interviews based on these categories and select semi-struc-
tured interviews as the interview type.
 4. Choose interviewees with the case organisation by using purposive sampling 
and secure interview permissions.
 5. Pre-test the interview questions with colleagues and iterate each one of them.
 6. Send interview questions to the interviewees beforehand and set interview dates.
 7. Conduct all interviews using the chosen questions and record and transcribe 
each interview.
Table 1  The empirical documents used in this study
Document Content
A report on an ethnographic study This study examined the capabilities and challenges 
of co-production in the hybrid. A total of 100 
study subjects participated. The study was based 
upon interviews and observations, and a private 
company conducted it. The examined municipality 
published the report
Presentation of the management model, governing 
structures, and joint goals of the hybrid
The document describes actors involved in the 
governance and management of the hybrid and 
their tasks. The jointly agreed-upon goals of 
the organisations forming the hybrid are also 
presented. This document is an internal document 
of the municipality
The annual budget of the municipality This document reveals what the hybrid reported 
to the external stakeholders in official municipal 
documents. It reported the number of customers 
and costs per customer
The quarterly report of the municipality This document reveals what the hybrid reported 
to the external stakeholders in official municipal 
documents. It reported the number of customers 
and costs per customer
A report describing the hybrid as an innovation 
platform
This 50-page report provided by the municipality 
describes the hybrid and its functions and prob-
lems in detail
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 8. Analyse 50% of the interview transcripts with theoretical categories using the 
computer program Atlas.ti.
 9. Develop theoretical categories based on the conducted content analysis.
 10. Using Atlas.ti, conduct a new content analysis of all interview transcripts and 
documents with the developed theoretical categories.
 11. Report the results.
4.1  Analytical framework: known challenges of performance dialogues
We adopted an analytical framework, presented in Table 2, for the content analy-
sis. This framework comprises seven challenge categories, listed in Column 1. The 
categories are based on key concepts, described in Column 2. In Column 3, these 
categories’ precise content in our research setting is explained further with example 
statements excerpted from the interviews. This framework was presented originally 
by Rajala et al. (2018), and it initially was developed from reasons for non-use of 
performance information. Extant literature used mental models (McGrath 1999), 
power (Bass and Riggio 2006; Verhoest et al. 2004), information (Bouckaert 1993; 
Poister 2003), information systems (Abdel-Maksoud et al. 2015), organisational cul-
ture (Moynihan 2005) and organisational structure (Goh 2002) to explain non-use 
of performance information. Because boundary-crossing performance dialogues are 
based on performance information use, this theoretical framework seems relevant.
4.2  Challenges of performance dialogues in hybrid organisations
As we went through 50 percent of the interview transcripts after all the inter-
views were conducted, we noticed that the analytical framework was too general. 
To describe the challenges of boundary-crossing performance dialogues within the 
hybrid organisation, we further developed the framework by using our empirical 
data. In our case, increasing the intensions (e.g., Blackburn 2016, p. 170, for a defi-
nition of intensions) of the concepts enabled us to describe the challenges of bound-
ary-crossing performance dialogues that were evident in interviewees’ statements. 
We increased intensions by creating subcategories under those categories presented 
by Rajala et al. (2018). Our subcategories had more characteristics than the catego-
ries adopted in the previous research. As a result, we were able to report the chal-
lenges of boundary-crossing performance dialogues in the chosen hybrid organisa-
tion in a more analytical manner. These subcategories are discussed in detail in the 
following sub-sections.
4.3  Mental models, motivation and power
First, we developed two subcategories for the category of mental model. The first 
identified subcategory was named ‘language barriers between member organisa-
tions’. This challenge indicated the lack of a common language among representa-
tives of member organisations participating in the boundary-crossing performance 
dialogues (interviewee 3). A representative from a private company expressed this 
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issue in the following manner (document 1): ‘We do not speak the same language, 
as there are so many actors, but this can be resolved’. When asked about the chal-
lenges of boundary-crossing performance dialogues, one interviewee stated that one 
problem is that:
‘Our [referring to the representatives from the member organisations] lan-
guage is not necessarily the same….In my opinion, this [lack of a common 
language] has been a challenge…generating a common language. This is a key 
factor…’.
Complications in communication arose as a result. In a hybrid organisation, each 
member organisation has developed its own performance jargon before joining 
the hybrid, so it was difficult sometimes to determine a ‘common language’ in the 
organs of the hybrid organisation (interviewee 8). This caused complications in 
information production and information interpretation in the hybrid organisation.
We labelled the second subcategory ‘conflicting mindsets of the member organi-
sations’. Here, the participants brought their different organisational values and per-
ceptions to the boundary-crossing performance dialogue, and these collided (inter-
viewee 1). The member organisations’ conflicting mindsets led to disagreements 
about what information should be produced and why (interviewee 11). Statements in 
the empirical data described the different organisational mindsets in the boundary-
crossing performance dialogues this way (interviewee 7, document 1):
‘When we talked about customer service desks [in the hybrid organisation], 
there were eight different perceptions on what is a customer service desk. Even 
in such a general matter, there were very different perceptions’.
‘One challenge from the perspective of companies is that expectations do not 
match up. Actors of different size do not understand that start-ups try to sell 
their services and try to receive payments from testing these services. Cities 
want that they are paid for operating as platforms [for testing these services 
offered by start-ups]. These conversations start well, but do not reach a conclu-
sion, as hopes and goals are different’.
We identified two types of motivational challenges: extrinsic (interviewee 9) and 
intrinsic (interviewee 10). Extrinsically motivated people are driven by external 
factors, such as rewards and punishments. People who are extrinsically motivated 
can conduct actions even though the task might not be in and of itself rewarding. 
This happens because the reward or punishment associated with these actions acts 
as a motivator (Frey and Osterloh 2001). The extrinsic motivation challenges were 
caused by the hybrid organisation’s inability to sanction sufficient disciplinary 
actions should a member organisation operate in a way that degraded the perfor-
mance or performance dialogue. In boundary-crossing performance dialogues, we 
named challenges relating to extrinsic motivation as ‘lack of inter-organisational 
sanction systems’. Indeed, no incentive systems existed that could be used to force 
member organisations to do something. As one interviewee stated, ‘I do not know 
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how we could force to participate those who do not participate even though they are 
invited [to the meetings]’. Sanctioning also refers to accountability systems that are 
based on proper monitoring of actions through information systems. However, these 
monitoring and information systems were lacking in the hybrid organisation, as the 
following quotations demonstrate (interviewee 2, document 1):
‘I do not know exactly what happens to the matters that the steering group 
has decided. Are they executed or not?….This we do not monitor very 
much’.
‘It depends on the person how the information flows in the service unit, as 
there is no control for it’.
Compared with extrinsically motivated individuals, intrinsically motivated individ-
uals are driven by interest or enjoyment in the task itself. Thus, intrinsic motiva-
tion exists within the individual and does not rely on external pressures, as extrinsic 
motivation does (Frey and Osterloh 2001). Unfortunately, intrinsic motivation occa-
sionally was lacking in the hybrid organisation because member organisations were 
not that interested in each other’s results, and collaboration was viewed as undesir-
able or uninspiring. Thus, the subcategory relating to intrinsic motivation was called 
‘lack of interest in other member organisations’. One interviewee described this 
challenge as follows (interviewee 9, document 1):
‘I’m not interested in what happens in the organisations of [mentions the 
name of the municipality]. Instead, I’m interested in what happens in [men-
tions his own organisation by name]’.
‘Some employees feel that co-development generates an extra burden that 
takes time away from their jobs. Some of the employees feel that they have 
too much to do in their current jobs, so co-development does not raise 
enthusiasm‘.
The problem in the hybrid organisation was that it was not easy to create topics that 
would interest all the member organisations because these organisations had very 
different tasks. One manager operating in the hybrid described this by stating that 
‘all the information is not considered as interesting by everyone’. Another inter-
viewee added that ‘if there is a meeting…not producing added value or its purpose 
is somehow vague, one can perhaps skip it’.
When we examined the empirical data by using the category of power, we 
conceived a subcategory titled ‘powerlessness of the member organisations’. 
Powerlessness was considered to be a lack of influence over the other member 
organisations, each of which had an equal amount of power in boundary-cross-
ing performance dialogues. Powerlessness in dialogues points to a situation in 
which a person or multiple people feel powerless when they attempt to break det-
rimental deadlocks that inhibit improvements in current performance dialogue 
practices or their outcomes. For example, the companies thought that one of the 
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main challenges is ‘how to get people interested in co-development’ (document 
1). Interviewees themselves used the word ‘powerless’ to describe their incapac-
ity to change things in performance dialogues. Of course, the fact that a manager 
is feeling powerless means that someone else must have the power to make the 
change that the manager desires. Thus, we do not mean that a total absence of 
power exists when we talk about powerlessness. Rather, powerlessness describes 
the manager’s feelings. In the hybrid organisation, all the representatives in the 
boundary-crossing performance dialogues could have felt powerless when dead-
lock situations between the representatives occurred. The following quote cap-
tures this phenomenon in the hybrid organisation (interviewee 11): ‘Although I 
am a manager in here, I do not have any power to make [certain] decisions [relat-
ing to performance dialogues]’. Another statement from the same interview 
added:
‘Efficiency is required from all of us as a whole [talking about the goals of 
the hybrid organisation]….It is an interesting goal [for the hybrid organisa-
tion] because I cannot decide on their budgets [refers to the budgets of the 
other member organisations]. The budget I can decide is so small even in 
percentages that trimming it won’t do anything’.
4.4  Information systems and information
One subcategory was identified under the category of information systems. We 
conceptualised this category as ‘member organisations as information system 
silos’. When information system silos occurred, the participants had different 
access rights to information systems in different organisations. Each of the mem-
ber organisations formed its own information system silo in the hybrid organisa-
tion. Indeed, the member organisations already had developed their own infor-
mation systems to serve their organisational goals. The information systems 
had been developed before any of the organisations became part of the hybrid 
organisation, and they were mutually distinct (interviewee 11). These separately 
conducted development processes meant that integration of these information 
systems was such a complex process that the hybrid organisation decided to aban-
don the idea altogether, even though integration could offer better information 
about the costs and effects of the hybrid organisation (interviewee 6). Two people 
expressed the existence of these information system silos as follows:
‘We do not get the financial figures from our member organisations [operat-
ing within the hybrid organisation]. The representatives have been ordered 
not to give their numbers’ (interviewee 11).
‘the biggest challenges are, in my opinion, in the information flows if infor-
mation does not transfer quickly enough…but these can be solved as soon 
as [information] systems become more easily approachable’ (document 1).
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Because the member organisations formed information system silos, multiple 
information asymmetries existed between participants in the hybrid organisation’s 
boundary-crossing performance dialogues (interviewee 3). This affected the perfor-
mance dialogue in many ways: Time was taken away from the actual use of perfor-
mance information and expended instead on levelling the pre-existing information 
asymmetries (interviewee 6).
The subcategory under the concept of information was named ‘inability to aggre-
gate the member organisation data’. This subcategory pointed to a lack of aggre-
gated data on member organisations, according to the information user. Producing 
aggregated information about inputs, processes, workload, outputs, efficiency and 
outcomes of the organisation network was difficult at the level of the hybrid organi-
sation. The hybrid organisation’s main issue was the current data collection proce-
dures. According to one public manager, ‘the units collect it differently [she had 
talked about output information collection in the member organisations]’, and ‘we 
have tried to achieve comparability, but we did not achieve this’ (interviewee 6).
4.5  Organisational culture and structure
Two subcategories under the main category of organisational culture were found: 
‘clash of organisational cultures’ and ‘prevailing culture among the member organi-
sations’. The challenge in the hybrid organisation was that it had to deal with mem-
ber organisations’ clashing organisational cultures. Of course, each member organi-
sation had its own internal cultural clashes, but they also had cultural clashes with 
the other member organisations when boundary-crossing performance dialogues 
were implemented. The following quotation captures the clash of organisational 
cultures arising from the attempt to implement boundary-crossing performance dia-
logues: ‘There are participants from different work cultures, and I do understand 
that some people do not get it that their presence in the meetings could be useful to 
others’ (interviewee 2). Below are other quotations from the hybrid organisation that 
summarise this challenge (interviewee 7, document 1):
‘The most central [challenge] is that we cannot harmonise master data [in 
the hybrid]….Information is incompatible, and so is the information produc-
tion….Different [service] units [within the hybrid]…have different cultural 
frameworks that create mindsets guiding the information production….Com-
mon understanding in information utilisation cannot be reached because the 
mindsets are different’.
‘The public sector is very cautious, and failures are not tolerated….This is a 
big challenge when one is talking about the culture of experimentation. The 
culture of the city can be a challenge, and it needs to be developed so that co-
development can function’.
The prevailing culture permitted behaviour that was detrimental to performance dia-
logues and allowed it to become a part of the organisational culture. As a sign of det-
rimental behaviour permitted by the prevailing culture, one interviewee stated that 
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‘the weakness of the steering group…is a low attendance rate in meetings, as there 
are three people in them at best’. As nine service units exist in the hybrid, many rep-
resentatives of different organisations did not attend. More challenges relating to the 
prevailing culture were viewed in the documents, and one document contained the 
following statement: ‘Some employees are persistently staying in their own teams, 
and they do not try to get to know others, even if one asks nicely’.
Because member organisations were equal in terms of power, the hybrid organ-
isation had to accept the fact that dissent among member organisations on some 
issues could prevent certain types of performance dialogues. Indeed, the lack of 
sanction systems meant that detrimental behaviour toward the performance dia-
logues had to be tolerated. One manager described this situation by stating, ‘I 
do not know how we can force those to participate who do not participate [in 
boundary-crossing performance dialogues] now’ (interviewee 8).
We found three subcategories of challenges associated with organisational 
structures. First, we observed ‘inter-organisational territorialism’. Territorialism 
here is understood as human behaviour characterised by the defence of a par-
ticular area, sphere of activity or influence. In short, territorialism is possessive-
ness. People defended their organisations (territories) by blocking new informa-
tion systems or tasks suggested to them by someone else operating in the hybrid 
organisation. In a hybrid organisation, examples of inter-organisational territo-
rialism were found that blocked collaboration, and this inter-organisational ter-
ritorialism was even understood and accepted by other representatives of mem-
ber organisations. An interviewee described this by stating that ‘I can understand 
why [mentions the name of one service unit] does not understand how they could 
collaborate with [the] child health clinic or library’. Another sign of inter-organi-
sational territorialism was one statement from the documents (document 1):
‘Many state that health services are detached from other services in the ser-
vice market (i.e., the hybrid organisation). The common aim is that this seg-
regation would not prevent collaboration in the future’.
Within the hybrid organisation, each member organisation had its own territory out-
lined by organisational boundaries. The member organisations’ representatives also 
had the option to exercise territorialism because the representatives had an equal 
amount of power in dialogues. The member organisations even encouraged their 
agents to be territorial whenever their interests were in jeopardy (interviewee 11). 
This can be viewed from earlier quotations demonstrating how joint performance 
information systems could not be implemented because member organisations either 
did not provide their information or did not want to expend the effort to change their 
current information systems. Based on the interviews, a hybrid organisation brings 
inter-organisational territorialism into the organisation (interviewee 1) and makes it 
an internal matter, rather than an external one.
Second, we labelled a subcategory ‘representative line-up rotation in bound-
ary-crossing performance dialogues’, which refers to a cycle in which representa-
tives of the member organisation change constantly in the dialogues or do not 
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show up, which, in turn, creates difficulties for the performance dialogue. In the 
hybrid organisation, one interviewee stated:
‘The representatives [of some member organisations] have changed every 
time….In fact, I do not even know what is the correct line-up in the steering 
group’.
‘The staff is changing at a high rate. It is burdensome’.
Rotation was named as a challenge in the hybrid organisation. The hybrid organisa-
tion could not force anyone from the member organisations to attend the meetings 
(interviewee 1). According to an interviewee, ‘the line-up has constantly changed’ 
in the steering group (interviewee 2). This was viewed as problematic because 
important voices were being left out of the performance dialogues, and the constant 
rotation hampered continuity.
Third, we identified a phenomenon that we conceptualised as ‘incompatible tasks 
of the member organisations’. In this subcategory, performance dialogues in the 
hybrid organisation were incompatible with member organisation(s)’ tasks. There-
fore, the connection between the topic addressed in the performance dialogue and 
the representative(s)’ tasks was weak, or sometimes even non-existent. Due to these 
incompatible tasks, representatives sometimes viewed performance dialogues as a 
waste of time. Consider this statement from interviewee 9:
‘I do not participate in every steering group meeting. I look at the meeting 
agenda. There are meetings that relate very little to [mentioned his organisa-
tion’s name] and to these, I do not necessarily participate….I feel that I do not 
have anything to give or receive from these meetings’.
The organisations’ incompatible tasks mainly resulted from the municipality’s dom-
inant role in the hybrid organisation and because all matters relevant to the munici-
pality were not relevant to the other member organisations. Many municipal units 
were involved in the hybrid organisation; therefore, municipal issues were addressed 
more often in the dialogues. As one manager put it, ‘there is the world of [men-
tioned the name of his organisation], and there is the world of the city, and the city is 
not so interested in our figures’ (interviewee 9). One of the documents (document 1) 
revealed that ‘time pressures associated with service unit tasks made it more difficult 
for the service units to participate [in] the activities of the hybrid organisation’.
4.6  Summarising empirical findings
The saturation of findings was achieved in this study (see Table  3), as empirical 
data demonstrates that boundary-crossing performance dialogues between public 
and private sector actors are confronted with the challenges reported in this study. 
Different performance management practices between public, private and third sec-
tor organisations partly explain why it was difficult to create common performance 
management systems for the hybrid organisation. For example, differences existed in 
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the organisations’ mental models concerning performance. Public, private and third 
sector organisations also were dissimilar in terms of the information that they col-
lected, and they even applied different methods to collect the same kind of informa-
tion. Moreover, the information systems in these organisations deviated remarkably 
from each other. Finally, the organisational cultures and structures supporting their 
performance were quite different because each organisation served different pur-
poses, and the professions included in these organisations also differed. The hybrid 
organisation itself did not have any formal power over the member organisations, 
and proper motivation schemes were not adopted in the hybrid setting. Thus, recon-
ciling differences and finding a common ground for mutual performance manage-
ment were based on member organisations’ willingness. When this willingness was 
not forthcoming, deadlocks occurred, and the lack of formal power and motivation 
schemes in the hybrid organisation was viewed as a challenge.
5  Conclusions
Hybrid organisations contain many organisational disparities that can cause 
conflicts in performance management. This makes performance dialogues espe-
cially relevant to these types of organisations because such dialogues often are 
used to transform conflicts into cooperation. Considering the hybrid organisa-
tion’s characteristics requires active inter-organisational dialogue when perfor-
mance management systems are being designed and used. For example, using the 
performance dialogues to understand goal incongruence between the organisa-
tions comprising the hybrid organisation can be very beneficial to the success of 
Table 3  Saturation of findings
Challenge of boundary-crossing performance 
dialogue
How many interviewees 
mentioned this challenge?
How many documents 
mentioned this chal-
lenge?
Language barriers between member organisations 8 2
Conflicting mindsets of the member organisations 10 2
Lack of inter-organisational sanction systems 6 2
Lack of interest in other member organisations 8 2
Powerlessness of the member organisations 8 2
Member organisations as information system silos 9 2
Inability to aggregate the member organisation data 10 2
Clash of organisational cultures 11 2
Prevailing culture among the member organisations 9 2
Inter-organisational territorialism 9 2
Representative line-up rotation in boundary-cross-
ing performance dialogues
8 2
Incompatible tasks of the member organisations 9 2
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performance management. However, creating a functional performance dialogue 
also can be challenging in many ways.
In this study, we sought to identify the challenges of boundary-crossing per-
formance dialogue in a hybrid organisation. This issue is relevant not merely due 
to performance dialogues’ important role in all organisations (e.g., Agostino and 
Arnaboldi 2015, 2018), but also particularly because of our limited understand-
ing of performance dialogues’ impacts on different forms of hybrid organisations. 
Accordingly, this paper has explored the problems of boundary-crossing perfor-
mance dialogues in the context of particular hybrid organisation. As a result, we 
found many challenges and described them in a detailed way in our analysis. With 
this analysis, the study revealed relationships between inter-organisational factors 
and obstacles with boundary-crossing performance dialogues. Conflicting mind-
sets between member organisations, member organisations as information system 
silos, inter-organisational territorialism, and clashes of organisational cultures are 
all examples of inter-organisational factors that can cause issues in performance 
dialogues. Some of the problems which can arise include inhibition of innovation, 
and limitations placed on the learning and knowledge-sharing potential which is 
normally embedded in boundary-crossing performance dialogues. In general, the 
inter-organisational factors described in this study were harmful due to the fact 
that they were detrimental to an environment open to respectful communication 
of views on performance. As respectful and open communication is a bedrock of 
every effective dialogue (Rajala et al. 2018), issues emerge when these practices 
are lacking. Thus, the relationships identified by this study create new insights 
into the systems and practices of hybrid performance management.
It seems intuitive to claim that the challenges of boundary-crossing perfor-
mance dialogues in hybrid organisations have something to do with the hybrids’ 
general characteristics (e.g., Johanson and Vakkuri 2017). Because this study did 
not focus on describing how the hybrid organisation’s characteristics can create 
the challenges that we identified, a need exists to examine this in future research. 
As an example, future studies could address how different forms of social and 
economic control create, e.g., clashes between organisational cultures, or how 
different funding methods shape the hybrid organisation’s performance manage-
ment system. Furthermore, it can be concluded that additional theoretical work 
addressing the conceptual relationships between the challenges of boundary-
crossing performance dialogues and the general characteristics of hybrids is 
needed.
Because the empirical examinations showed what caused the challenges of 
boundary-crossing performance dialogues, they also presented a model describing 
how these challenges occurred. However, further testing is needed before this model 
can be accepted as a general theory on boundary-crossing performance dialogues. 
As a methodological contribution, we created a conceptual framework that can be 
used to study the challenges of boundary-crossing performance dialogues occurring 
between public and private sector actors in hybrid organisations. In this research, 
we tested two conceptual frameworks in the analysis section, which revealed that 
more analytical frameworks would be useful in understanding the characteristics 
of the challenges associated with boundary-crossing performance dialogues. This 
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conceptual framework also proposes new concepts for the performance dialogue 
theories (e.g., Moynihan 2005; Rajala et al. 2018; Rajala and Laihonen 2019).
The results of this study have several managerial implications. First, because 
boundary-crossing performance dialogues are platforms that reflect the state of the 
organisation, they suffer from the same general issues which challenge the hybrid 
form of organising. These problems are related to motivational challenges and 
incompatible information systems, as well as the lack of common mindsets and lan-
guage between people working in different areas of the hybrid organisation. Inad-
equate organisation culture and structures are also an issue. Second, as the compli-
cations of forming hybrids engender costs, practitioners should consider carefully 
whether the benefits of establishing such an organisation outweigh the costs arising 
from it. Here, the central question is whether it makes more sense for these organisa-
tions to work independently or as a hybrid. Finally, practitioners should also keep 
in mind that boundary-crossing performance dialogues are only one coordination 
instrument amongst others which can be utilised to shape hybrids. However, bound-
ary-crossing performance dialogues can also be a vital coordination tool when regu-
larly used to solve difficult and complicated disagreements.
In this study, we used a case study approach, and for this reason, the results can-
not be generalised (e.g., Abdel-Kader et  al. 2009). Other limitations of the study 
include the limited number of interviewees and the fact that we did not interview 
representatives from the private sector. The views of the private sector actor were 
examined from secondary data (i.e., documents produced by the hybrid organisa-
tion) as these contained direct quotations from company representatives. When one 
is conducting qualitative content analysis, the observer-expectancy effect always 
runs the risk of biasing results. To tackle doubts concerning observer-expectancy 
effect, we have provided quotations from the challenges of boundary-crossing per-
formance dialogues. From these quotations, the reader should be able to discern 
whether we described the challenge arising from the interviews correctly. The ana-
lytical framework created in this study was built from the descriptions we used to 
depict the challenges of boundary-crossing performance dialogues that interviewees 
described to us. Because saturation of interview findings (see Table 3) confirmed 
our results about the challenges of boundary-crossing performance dialogues, and 
the analysed documents provided additional support for the interview findings, 
we are confident that specific challenges of boundary-crossing performance dia-
logues existed in the examined hybrid organisation. However, we do acknowledge 
that the way that we chose to describe the challenges seen in the interview is our 
construction that attempts to convey interviewees’ views. As the created analytical 
framework is our construction, it means that constructivism describes our research 
approach.
Despite these limitations, we think that our research has provided fertile ground 
for future research to address and more fully test our theoretical ideas about the chal-
lenges of performance dialogues in hybrid settings. Thus, we call for more research 
on the ideas proposed here so that more knowledge on dialogues as performance 
management practices in hybrid and public organisations can be gathered. This new 
knowledge is valuable in attempts to move to the type of inter-organisational perfor-
mance governance described by Bouckaert and Halligan (2008).
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Appendix 1: Interview questions
Thematic interview questions categorised according to the theoretical framework.
General view on performance dialogues
1. How would you describe the dialogues about performance?
Performance information and performance information system
2. Are there problems related to performance information and the systems providing 
it?
Organisational structure and motivation
3. Who participates when organisational goals and performance indicators are deter-
mined, and actions are being decided based on the performance information?
4. Are all necessary participants present? Why/Why not?
Mental models
5. Is the performance information provided useful to you?
6. Are there different interpretations/views about the performance information avail-
able?
Power and organisational culture
7. Do people listen and respect different interpretations/views about the performance 
information?
8. How do you resolve conflicting views and develop conversational culture in the 
organisation?
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